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PREFACE To THE ENGLISH EDITION 


T His small book represents the temporary 
conclusion of a series of studies dealing with the 
relationships between the parties in the primitive 
Christian Church. A list of these studies which 
began with an investigation of Gnosticism in 
Corinth will be found in the Bibliography. Die 
Gnosis in Korinth is about to appear in a revised 
edition; the shorter studies have been re- 
examined, corrected and supplemented, an essay 
on Die historische Situation der 
Thessalonicherbriefe' has been added, and all will 
be published together in one volume, Paulus und 
die Gnostiker (1965). 

In all these studies we have been concerned 
with the problem of the identity of the opponents 
with whom Paul is grappling in his mission area. 
Contrary to the prevailing opinion today, it 
emerges from these studies that F. C. Baur was 
right in considering that all the genuine Pauline 
letters showed a uniform hostile attitude. At the 
same time it is nevertheless clear that these 
opponents are not Judaizers, but Jews or Jewish 
Christians with a pronounced Gnostic trend who 
stood in no kind of relationship to the Jewish 
Christians in Palestine. 

Consequently Paul's relation to the primitive 
church in Jerusalem must be examined afresh. 
This has been done in the study presented here, 
which appeared in Germany in 19683. Its English 
edition has been looked through, slightly amended 
and extended. Even if it should be seen and read 
in close association with the earlier studies 
mentioned above, yet it has been worked out 


without depending on them; the exegesis in it 
should therefore also be judged independently 
ofthem. 

As the dedication shows, this book is at the same 
time intended to be a modest memorial to a 
friendship broken off prematurely. 
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the pages of the German edition. 
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Introductory: 


PAUL AND JAMES 


THE historical conclusions of the exegetical 
labours of F. C. Baur are still today an important 
influence when scholars examine the relation of 
Paul to James, that is to say, the relation of the 
Hellenistic churches founded by Paul to the 
primitive JewishChristian church in Jerusalem. ! 
According to F. C. Baur it was the Judaizers from 
Jerusalem who must be held responsible for the 
violent controversies in the Pauline mission area of 
which we learn in the Pauline letters. The verdict 
of 'false apostles', 'servants of Satan' (Il Cor. 
11.137), is aimed directly at the original apostles 
in Jerusalem. Thereby an unequivocal verdict is 
passed on the relationship ofPaul to James. 

It has long been recognized that this verdict of 
the Túbingen school cannot be maintained. It is 
true that there exists today less unanimity than 
ever concerning the nature and backgrounds of 
the anti-Pauline activities in Galatia and Corinth, 
Philippi and Thessalonica; but hardly anyone who 
reads the Pauline letters still dares to see in the 
Jerusalem church and its pillars, Peter and James, 
the opponents of Paul. Whoever takes the usual 
view, when dealing with the agitation, whether 
great or small, of the Judaizers against Paul, 
generally attributes the responsibility for it to a 
separate extremist movement amongst the 
Palestinian Jewish Christians. If those who carry 
on a mission in opposition to the Pauline churches 
are regarded as Hellenistic or Gnostic Jewish 
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Christians, or even as Judaizing Gentile Christians, 
then for that reason alone any special connexion 
between these opponents of Paul and the original 
church in Jerusalem must be disputed. But in that 
case scholars are faced anew with the problem of 
the nature of Paul's relation to James, and a fresh 
examination of it is required. 

Of course, work on this task has always been 
going on. Numerous articles and the relevant 
sections in the commentaries deal with the 
pertinent passages, especially in the Pauline 
corpus and the 


! This is the meaning given to 'Paul' and 'James' in what 
follows. 
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Paul and James 


Acts of the Apostles, and with the problems raised 
by these passages. Yet it seems to me to be the 
particular merit of J. Munck in his book, Paul and 
the Salvation of Mankind, to have raised the 
question of Paul's relation to James in a 
comprehensive study, and thereby to have drawn 
attention to the fact that a complete solution to a 
problem which the Tuúbingen school appeared to 
have settled is still awaited. ? What Munck himself 
offers as a solution can indeed hardly be 
considered as such. He supposes that Paul and 
James, Gentile Christians and Jewish Christians, 
always lived and taught in complete harmony. This 
need not be considered impossible a priori, but the 
often positively fantastic reasoning with which 
Munck supports his thesis is hardly likely to meet 
with much agreement. 

However, it is, in fact, by no means easy to 
answer the question we have posed. The Tubingen 
school had extensive grounds for their opinion in 
the numerous statements made by Paul in his 
letters when disputing with his opponents. These 
grounds have now been abandoned and there 
remain in particular those occasional remarks in 
which Paul gives explicit information about his 
relations with Jerusalem, and the statements in the 
Acts which must be used only with the utmost 
circumspection. There are no other sources at our 
disposal for describing the relation of Paul to 
James; for today with good reason no one dares to 
join the Túbingen school in drawing conclusions 
from later writings, such as the Clementine 
literature and the supposedly Jewish-Christian 
apocryphal gospels, as to the relations within the 
Christian churches before the Jewish revolt. It 
must also be admitted that the letters of James and 
Peter, the Revelation and other writings merit no 
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serious attention for providing answers to our 
problem. 

Paul's relationship to the church in Jerusalem is 
indeed only one special case—although a 
significant one—of the whole relationship of Jewish 
to Gentile Christianity. Hence it would be a great 
help if we had precise information about the whole 
of this relationship. But this we do not possess, as 
everyone knows who is acquainted with the history 
of early Christianity. It is generally recognized 
today that the above-named and other post- 
apostolic 

2 Pp. 69-86; these pages are the best part ofMunck's book 
and are—on the whole —well worth reading. 

ê For a critique of Munck's book see R. Bultmann's review 
in TLZ 84, 1959, cols. 4816. 


Paul and James 


writings do not allow of any kind of reliable 
inferences regarding any trends in Jewish 
Christianity before the year 70. It is Paul's 
particular relations with Jerusalem which form the 
principal source of our knowledge of those existing 
in the first century between Gentile and Jewish 
Christianity as a whole, and not the other way 
round. 

However, one weighty report from the early 
period which does not deal with the special 
relation of Paul to James has been handed down to 
us in the account in the Acts about the martyrdom 
of Stephen and the events which led up to it, 
namely, Acts 6.1-8.3. It is true that we do not 
have to do here with anything like a reliable 
historical account. Yet we must dare to make the 
venture and to let this passage introduce us to the 
problems of the relationship between Jewish and 
Gentile Christianity as a whole, of which the 
special case of Paul and James will then 
monopolize our attention. 
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Introductory: 


1 


STEPHEN 


1. THE scene described in Acts 6.1—7 provides us 
with evidence for a division in the original 
Jerusalem church. Up till then Luke had laid stress 
on the unity of the church there, e.g. 1.14', 2.1, 46; 
4-32 ; 5.12 etpassim. Moreover, he proceeds to 
make the apostles put an end promptly to the 
incipient quarrels. This fact shows at once that 
Luke cannot simply have invented the scene in 
Acts 6.1—7 which conflicts with his special 
purpose, !'as H. G. Schoeps supposes.la 


The church is divided into “EPpaiOL and 
CEAAqvcarat. We are not told the difference 
between them. The term EMynoris is attested for 
the first time in Acts. Usually, as already in 
Chrysostom, 2? these two terms are thought to show 
the distinction between Hebrew- and Greek- 
speaking Jews or Jewish Christians. º That might 
also be Luke's opinion. Yet Luke when using them 
may not necessarily have hit upon the original 
meaning, and we shall soon see that the real 
contrast between the 'Hebrews' and the 
'Hellenists' did not consist in differences of 
language. H. J. Cadbury' has already strongly 
challenged that explanation; he states that the 
designation “EPpaioc is in universal use for the 
Jews as a whole, even for Greek-speaking Jews. 
Hence according to Cadbury we must reckon with 
the possibility that the division in the Jerusalem 
church, to which Acts 6.1—7 testifes, was 
between 


Cf. E. Haenchen, pp. 222f. 219f.; M. Simon, St Stephen and 
the Hellenists, p. 4. 
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Theologie und Geschichte des Judencbristentums, pp. 439ff.; Urgemeinde, 
Judencbristentgm, Gnosis, pp. 5f., 13. 


2 Hom. 14 on Acts 6.1 (PG 60, col. 113). 


sC. F. D. Moule, 'Once More, Who were the Hellenists?' 
B,pT 70, 1959, pp. 100ff., makes a more precise distinction 
between the Hellenists who were Jews knowing only the 
Greek language and the Hebrews who may possibly have 
spoken Greek as well, but in any case spoke a Semitic 
language. W. G. Kúmmel agrees with this in RGG VI, col. 
1189f. 

«'The Hellenists', in Tbe Beginnings of Christianity V (1933), pp. 59 


—74. Cf. H. Windisch in TWNT 11, p. 508f.; M. Simon, pp. 9ff. 


sW. Bauer, Rechtglãubigkeit, p. 56; cf. K. G. Kuhn and W. 
Gutbrod in TWNT Ill, 366—70, 374ff., 3914. 
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Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians. In that 
case CEAAqgvcarat ='EAAqv£s, which in most 
manuscripts is attested for the first time in Acts 
11.20. º We cannot come to a definite decision on 
this question here. We shall return to it. 

That the dissatisfaction over the provision for 
the widows can never have been the cause of the 
division in the church as recorded by Luke has 
been proved so convincingly by the brilliant 
exegesis of Haenchen, º following others, that we 
can regard this question as settled. If this dispute 
did, in fact, ever take place, it was only a concrete 
expression of latent tensions. º 

The seven deacons, obviously all Hellenists, 
have nothing special to do with the relief of the 
poor, as the rest of Luke's account itself enables us 
to realize. They were evangelists: 6.8E ; 8.5ff.; 
21.8. ! Besides, it would also be extremely strange 
if the office of deacon in the whole Jerusalem 
church had been entrusted to Hellenists alone, as 
Luke's account presupposes. We must consider the 
seven to be the leaders of the Hellenistic section of 
the church; this is the universal assumption of 
scholars today. ! Thus this Hellenistic section of the 
community separated itself from the original 
church'. 
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1 Recently M. Simon, pp. 6ff. It is not a priori impossible that 
the Hellenists first organized themselves as a group of their own 
under the leadership of the 'seven' because of the dispute 
concerning the provision for the widows, as Haenchen 
assumes, p. 226. If Cadbury were correct and they were, in fact, 
Gentile Christians, they must no doubt have been organized 
independently from the beginning. That could almost certainly 
be taken for granted if the Hellenists had command of only 
Greek, or if their theological attitude was materially different 
from that of the 'Hebrews'. 
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5 Additional references in TWNT Il, 509, lines 5ff. The 
same opinion as that of Cadbury was already expressed by G. 
P. Wetter, ARW 21, 1922, especially on pp. 410ff. He was 
supported by W. Grundmann in ZNW 38, 1939, pp. 54ff. 

u We may also allude to B. Reicke's compromise hypothesis, 
which sees in the Hellenists principally former proselytes (Glaube and 
Leben der Urgemeinde, pp. 116f-). 

0 Pp. 223ff./218ff. 

9 Cf. on this now Haenchen, 13th ed., pp. 221f. 

10 They all bear Greek names. Were they all proselytes 
like Nicolaus? In that case special attention is called to him 
not simply because he was a proselyte but because he came 
from Antioch. (Thus B. Reicke, p. 117 ; cf. W. Grundmann, »p. 
57.) Or is Nicolaus called a proselyte because the others were 
Jews by birth? (Thus Haenchen, pp. 220/217, and most other 
commentators.) Or is the proselyte Nicolaus distinguished 
from the other Hellenists because he was the only one who 
was circumcised, whilst all the others were uncircumcised 
Gentile Christians? (Cf. Wetter, p.412.) Unfortunately this 
question, too, remains open here. 

miHaenchen, pp. 225/219; H. Lietzmann, The Beginnings of the Christian 


Church, ET, 3rd ed., 1953, pp. 70f.; R. Bultmann, Theolog I, p. 56; M. Simon, 
Stephen, pp. ff.; C. T. Craig, The Beginnings of Christianity, 1943, p. 147; J. 
Weiss, Die Apostelgeschichte, pp. 10f.; W. Schrage, 'Ekklesia und Synagoge', 
ZTK 60, 1963, p. 197. 
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But now questions arise. 

How could such a special group come into being 
in Jerusalem ? Haenchen!* has good reason to 
write : 'What causes astonishment is that the 
Hellenists ventured to strike out, that they 
emerged from this magnetic field.' What 
presuppositions account for this development ? 

Furthermore: Wherein lay the real differences 
between 'Hebbrews' and 'Hellenists', of which no 
word is said, at any rate in Acts 6.1—7 ? 

And finally: Why does Luke pass these 
differences over in silence? Why does he also not 
tell us anything about the rise of the Hellenists ? 
Because he did not know anything about it? At any 
rate he knows more about it than appears in Acts 
6.1—7. For this is evident from the continuation of 
his account concerning Stephen. 
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Stephen 

2. There is no doubt that for his account of 
Stephen's martyrdom which now follows Luke is 
making use of an existing tradition. This is clear 
from the fact that the mention of the Hellenistic 
Jews who dispute with Stephen is not accounted 
for by what has already been described in the Acts, 
for after all Stephen, too, was very far from being 
introduced by Luke as a Hellenist in Acts 6.1—7. !* 
Besides, the description of Stephen as a powerful 
preacher is the direct opposite of the Lucan design 
in 6.1—7, which represents him as in charge of the 
almsgiving, whilst preaching is said to be the 
business of the apostles. 

Stephen's great speech does not belong to this 
tradition, any more, in fact, than the whole 
proceedings before the council, which have been 
interpolated into the traditional account. 
“Moreover, the references in the speech to the 
accusations brought against Stephen according to 
Acts 6.11 are exceedingly scarce. 


810th ed., p. 227; cf. 13th ed, p. 222. 
wSee again Haenchen, pp. 230f./220. 
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In connexion with Stephen's martyrdom 'a great 
persecution arose against the church in Jerusalem' 
(Acts 8.1). Since Luke always presented Stephen to 


2H. H. wendt, apostetgesthichte, p. 134 n. 2 ; Haenchen, pp. 232/226; 

H. Thyen, 
DerStil derjiuisch-He11enigtischen Homilie (FRLANT 65), 1955, pp. 
19f.; M. Dibelius, Acts, pp. 16770. 

3 W. Foerster, 'Stephanus und die Urgemeinde', in Dienst 
anter dem Wort, pp. 9-30, actually makes this speech the basis ofhis 
thesis; according to this the difference between Hebrews and 
Hellenists consisted in the view held only by the latter that a 
fresh Jewish exile preceded by the destruction of the Temple was 
to be expected. This explanation will hardly win approval. Apart 
from all the other difficulties of this hypothesis, such an 
expectation on the part of a community waiting for the 
parousia can hardly be imagined. 
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his readers as a representative of the whole 
Jerusalem church, the persecution must in 
consequence strike the church as a whole. That is 
what Luke also supposes in 8.1 : 'they were all 
scattered'. Now we know that Stephen by no 
means represented all the Jerusalem Christians, 
but only the Hellenist section of them. We know in 
addition that the relationship of this section to the 
'Hebrews' was not free from tension. So we must 
allow for the possibility that the persecution only 
struck the Hellenists. That this was, in fact, the 
case is shown by Luke himself when he remarks 
that all were scattered Tôv daroCETdÃcov (8.1). 
Now it is, of course, quite unthinkable that the 
whole church was scattered, and that their leaders 
could remain unmolested in Jerusalem. The 
opposite, might be credible. Thus nhjTOv 
droCETdAwv is a Lucan interpretation. ! 

Is this remark only intended to secure the 
continuity, so exceedingly important to Luke 
theologically, of the church, or rather of the 
apostolic authority in Jerusalem, and was it, in 
fact, the whole church that was thought to be 
scattered ? This is hardly possible! Neither in the 
Acts nor in the Pauline letters is there preserved 
any trace of a tradition from which we might 
conclude that the original church had been obliged 
to leave Jerusalem in the early days as a body, and 
had only been allowed to return again later. So the 
generally accepted hypothesis is more probable 
that the phrase 7MpTôv droCETdAwv is intended to 
minimize the fact, conflicting with Luke's concern, 
that the persecution fell only upon a section of the 
church. Since Stephen was the head of this 
section, those who were persecuted can only have 
been the Hellenists. The 'Hebrews', not only their 
leaders, remained unmolested. * 


4 Haenchen, pp. 256/248; Bultmann, Theolog I, p. 56. 
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3. But if this is the case, then there is all the 
more reason for the question : What was the 
nature of that material difference between 
'Hebrews' and 'Hellenists', which would explain 
not only the division in the original church, but 
also the marked difference in their treatment by 
the Jews. It is obvious that to point to a difference 
in the mother tongue of each group gives no help. 
Haenchen 

“” Cf. Simon, Stephen, p. 27; F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the 
Apostles, 19562, p. 181, supposes that the apostles had held 


out at their post from a sense of duty. Similarly G. B. Caitd, 
The Apostolic Age, 1958, p. 87. 
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in his excellent analysis of Stephen's story has 
dealt with this question, too. He is aware of the 
fact that 'there was a deep-seated difference—this 
is proved by the persecution—between the 
"gospel" of the Hellenists and that of the Hebrews:. 
'º More precisely, it follows from the persecution of 
the Hellenists 'that their "gospel" necessarily 
contained something which the Jews could not 
bear and which was lacking in the preaching of the 
"Hebbrews" '19a What was this special feature in 
the Hellenists' preaching ? 

The pre-Lucan tradition of the story about 
Stephen gives us a hint when speaking of the 
headings of the accusation against Stephen. 
Admittedly we possess this tradition only in Luke's 
version and Luke is very much concerned to water 
down the accusations against Stephen. 2º We can 
see this already in the fact that he attributes them 
to 'false witnesses' instigated to make this 
statement (Acts 6.1 Iff.) and that he refutes the 
main point of the accusation by his interpolations 
into Stephen's great speech. 2º2 These declare that 
it was not the Christians but the Jews themselves 
who rejected Moses and the Law. It is certainly 
also a Lucan interpretation that these false 


25 


Paul and James 

charges have as their subject-matter blasphemous 
remarks against Moses and God (6.11). The most 
likely content of the charge was that Stephen was 
speaking against the Temple and the Law, which 
Luke expresses in concrete terms : Jesus will 
destroy the Temple and change the Mosaic 
customs. These are words which are the opposite 
of the attitude of the primitive Church to the 
Temple and Law as described by Luke up till then. 
*That is, of course, why he makes 'false witnesses' 
bring them up against Stephen. But that is the very 
reason why their original form proves them to be 
part of a pre-Lucan tradition, even though their 
present formulation is Lucan, as is shown by 
comparing them with Acts 21.28. 2 

Haenchen agreed with the bulk of scholars in 
thinking that this was the peculiarity of the 
Hellenists' preaching and the reason for 


1º10th ed., p. 226; cf. 13th ed., pp. 220f. 
198 Loc. cit. 
2ºThe motives inspiring this concern are touched upon 
below; see p. 32 n. 65. 
208 According to Haenchen, pp. 246/H/240, we owe vv. 35, 
37, 39-43, 48-53 to the hand of Luke. 


13—14 their persecution, ? especially as both 
things have a disparaging reference made to them 
again (7-48, 5 3). 2 Klein raised objections to this 
view of the matter in his review of Haenchen's 
commentary.25 

Any Jew might announce the abolition of the 
Temple at the end of time. It was even not 
uncommon in Jewry to have only a slight regard for 
the cult and its sacrifices. Judaism had for long 
been a religion not of the cult, but of the Law. 
Already the Old Testament contains plenty of 
criticism: I Kings 8.27; I Sam. 15.22 ; PSS. 40.6; 


5 cf. H. conzelmann, The Theolog ofSt Luke, ET, 
1960, pp. 164f. 2 See below, p. 27. 
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50.8ff.; 51.17 ; Isa. 1.11ff.; 66.1 ; Jer. 7.21f.; Hos. 
6.6; Micah 6.68. The Essenes at the gates of the 
Holy City persistently disregarded the Temple cult 
without being molested on that account, ? not to 
mention the Galileans and particularly the 
Samaritans. The Hellenistic Jews had only a very 
loose relationship to the Temple cult; Justin (Dial. 
117.2) mentions that Jewish circles in the Diaspora 
had interpreted Mal. 1.10ff. to mean that God had 
rejected the sacrificial cult in Jerusalem in favour 
of the prayers offered by the Jews in the 
dispersion. é The critical attitude towards the 
Temple shown in Stephen's speech is not, in fact, 
generally Jewish, but neither is it un-Jewish. ” After 
all, Judaism survived the destruction of the Temple 
without a great convulsion. This question in 
particular could not open a chasm between 
'Hebrews' and 'Hellenists'. Whatever may be the 
truth of Luke's idea that the original church 
gathered in the Temple, even he cannot maintain 
that they took part regularly in the sacrificial 
worship. é 

Similarly it was by no means already a crime 
involving the death sentence to dispute about 
individual regulations of the Mosaic 


= 10th ed. p. 226. 
“ Loc. cit. 


6 Cf. also Orac. Sib. IV 8fr., 24ff., and G. Strecker, 

Judenchristentum, pp. 183f. 

7 R. Bultmann, Das Evangeligm des Johannes, p. 88 N. T, G. 
Friedrich, 'Messianische Hohepriestererwartung in den 
Synoptikem', ZTK, 1956, pp. 289f. It has therefore been 
maintained not without good grounds that in the case of 
Stephen's speech, including the passages which criticize the Law, 
we have to do with a discourse which originated in a 
Hellenistic synagogue and was used by Luke (H. Thyen, Der 
Stil der Jildisch-Hellenistischen Homilie, pp. 19f.). Cf. also Simon, 
Stephen, PD. 84ff.; P. Dalbert, Missionsliteratur, pp. 69, 115, 136. 

8 Admittedly Matt. 5.23 might contain a hint that the 
Jerusalem Christians did not withdraw from the sacrificial cult 
onprinciple. 
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= ZKG 68, 1957,p. 368. 

: The reason for this disregard of the Temple cult is 
indeed said to be that the present cult in Jerusalem defiles 
the holy place. But it is just the criticism implied by this 
disregard of the Temple to which Judaism is prepared to 
consent. 
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Law or to ignore them. Even in Palestine Jewry did 
not consist only of Pharisees, and even these 
debated about the Law. It is still true to say of the 
Jesus of the synoptists: 'His critical interpretation 
of the Law . in spite of its radicality likewise stands 
within the scribal discussion of it.' %º The 'people of 
the land' were certainly circumcised and thereby 
also included in the Jewish national community, 
but they were by no means strict about keeping 
the Law. The verdict on this am haaretz was 
certainly: “This crowd who do not know the Law 
are accursed' (John 7-49);*yet, of course, they were 
not subjected to the same fate as Stephen. Even 
priests were often numbered amongst these am 
haaretz. “8 If a certain laxity in observing or 
esteeming the Law had brought Stephen to his 
death, it would have been consistent to depopulate 
half Palestine. 'Galilee, Galilee, you hate the 
teaching; you will end up by belonging to the 
robbers' is a significant rabbinic statement (see in 
Billerbeck I, p. 157). The fact that strict and lax 
Jews lived side by side did certainly lead to 
difficulties, as the comprehensive material in 
Billerbeck shows ; but all the same they did not kill 
each other. “2 Hellenistic Jewry went farther in 
some places than the am haaretz in freeing itself 
from the restraints of the Law, without being 
persecuted on that account. *% One need only think 
of Philo, who—in his own way—justified freedom 
from the Law theologically. How far removed from 
all the apocalyptic writings ** are the Temple and 
the Law as understood by the Pharisees ! 
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We certainly cannot go wrong if we assume that 
the 'Hebrews' in Jerusalem, too, cannot have been 
strict as regards the Law, 

é R. Bultmann, Theolog 1, pp. 34f.; cf. A. v. Harnack, The 
Mission and ExPnsion ofChristianity, ET 1908, p. 51. 

3! See on this R. Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes, pp. 
234f.; Billerbeck Il, pp. 494-519,' R. Meyer, 'Der Am haares' Judaica 
3, 1947, pp. 16999. suBillerbeck 11, p. 495. 

82 On this question recently cf. E. Kâsemann, 'Zum Thema 
der urchristlichen Apokalyptik', ZTK 59, 1962, pp. 266f.; P. 
Winter, On the Trial ofjesus, Berlin, 1961, pp. 129ff. 

*º See p. 29 n. 56. 

3% Cf. on this the excellent study of D. Róssler, Gesetz und 
Geschichte (WMANT 3), 1960. 

é The Jewry of the New Testament period was no unity and 
before the destruction of the Temple there was no Jewish 
orthodoxy. At that time, if my view is correct, the bloody 
altercations within Judaism always had a mainly political 
aspect, not a theological one, as is illustrated for us here by 
the question of the Law. Hence B. Reicke, Glaube und Leben, 
pp. 124ff., several times rightly lays stress on 'radically 
nationalistic proceedings against Stephen'; but he does not 
investigate thoroughly the problem as to the attitude of 
Stephen which would have provoked the murderous hatred of 
the 'nationalists". 
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especially as Galilee was the home of the first 
Christians. Matt. 5.18 is altogether unique in the 
earliest Christian writings. Unlike the Pharisees, 
not even the primitive Church considered the Law 
to be the road to salvation. The reason for the 
division into Hebrews and Hellenists, and the 
consequent different treatment as regards 
persecution by the Jews can therefore hardly have 
lain in the greater or lesser extent to which the 
Law was observed by the two groups. Haenchen, 
too, has recognized this in the new edition of his 
commentary. * 

The Hellenists' criticism of the Law must have 
been fundamental in character and struck at the 
foundations of Jewish existence, if an explanation is 
to be found for the division in the primitive Church 
and for the bloody persecution of the Hellenists. 
Thus Klein thinks that 'what the Hellenists took for 
granted in their activities described in 11.19 and 
what made them effective must be also applied 
already to the Jerusalem period.' *% Accordingly he 
sees 'in their avowal of a mission to the Gentiles 
unfettered by the Law their fundamental heresy in 
Jewish and "Hebrew" Christian eyes'. This brings 
our problem nearer to solution, but does not solve 
it entirely. What G. Klein has recognized is 
basically correct, but must be examined more 
thoroughly. 

When we observe that the Jerusalem church gave 
the hand of fellowship through its leaders to the 
apostle Paul, expressly in view of his Gentile 
mission which disregarded the Law (Gal. 2.9), we 
shall have to ask whether, in fact, in the earlier 
period a different attitude prevailed. *” We may 
reply that the so-called 


*13th ed., p. 221. 
e 'Besprechung', pp. 362ff. 
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8” So also Haenchen, 13th ed., p. 221. He now thinks 
correctly that 'what roused the Jews in Jerusalem against 
Stephen's party can really only have lain in the great freedom 
with which they regard the Law' (loc. cit.) Thus he accepts 
Klein's wellfounded criticism of his treatment ofour problem in 
the 10th edition (the first revised by him) of Meyer's 
Commentary on the Acts, and at the same time he rejects 
(correctly, but on insufficient grounds) Klein's thesis 
concerning the Gentile mission propagated by the Hellenists in 
Jerusalem. But then Haenchen's own exegesis breaks down, 
too. He recalls Jesus' freedom with regard to questions of the 
sabbath and cleanliness and thinks that perhaps the 
'Hellenists' had interpreted the Law more nearly in Jesus' 
sense than the 'Hebrews'. But, in the first place, the synoptic 
accounts of Jesus' lax views of the Law undoubtedly reflect the 
approach of the primitive Palestinian church as a whole, and 
so of the 'Hebrews' in particular (see p. 37 n. 81). And besides, 
this lax approach is unusual only when compared with the 
strictness of the Pharisaic teaching, but not when compared 
with the practical approach of the mass of the am haaretz in 
Palestine. Thus such freedom as regards the Law could never 
have supplied a reason for bloody persecution. Consequently 
the 'Hellenists' must have dared to claim a greater freedom 
from the Law. 
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apostolic council came into being as a result of the 
pressure of circumstances which had been created 
in the meantime and signified an abandonment of 
the older Jerusalem principle which placed the 
Gentiles, too, under the Law. º That may be, but it 
cannot be proved and is, as we shall see later, 
extremely improbable. It is in any case precarious 
to support our proof by Matt. 10.5 f., 23; 8.5—10; 
Mark '24-30—weshall return to these passages — 
because these traditions cannot be assigned to a 
particular place. On the other hand, Paul declares 
emphatically that the churches in Judea from the 
start of his activities glorified God because of the 
gospel which he preached, which, of course, 


9 So Klein now in respect of the discussion of Haenchen's 13th 
edition in ZKG 73, 1962, p. 360. 
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dissociated itself from the Law (Gal. 1.23f.). Where 
could time still be found for the Christians in Judea 
to have taken up originally an attitude rejecting 
such a gospel? It is therefore extremely doubtful 
whether a division could arise in the original 
Jerusalem church merely on account ofthe Gentile 
mission which disregarded the Law. 

Moreover, it is most improbable that the problem 
of a Gentile mission dissociated from the Law could 
arise precisely in Jerusalem; and even more 
improbable that there could establish itself in that 
very city a group in the Church whose special 
theological concern it was to preach to the Gentiles 
a gospel dissociated from the Law, which attracted 
attention by this peculiarity and provoked a deadly 
anger. This problem is at home in the Diaspora, 
and to this extent Luke is quite correct in making 
the Hellenists' mission to the Gentiles begin first in 
Antioch. Jerusalem was the most disadvantageous 
point of departure imaginable for the mission to 
the Gentiles which disregarded the Law. 

But it is especially difficult to believe that the 
Jews killed Stephen because he did not impose the 
Jewish Law on a Gentile who became a Christian. 
The existence of the Jews is not affected if Gentiles, 
when they became Christians, could live in exactly 
the same freedom from the Law as before. Later 
on, too, the 'original church' certainly ran no risk of 
being persecuted by the Jews merely because it 
declared its agreement with Paul's mission to the 
Gentiles which claimed independence from the Law 
(Gal. 2.1—10). Such a mission did not as yet 
question the validity of the Law for 
Jews. Nor is there any evidence that the Jews took 
steps against 
17—18 


the Christian mission to the Gentiles as such. * 
What did it matter to the pious Jew if the Christians 


32 


Stephen 
invited the Gentiles into a kingdom of which the 
Lord was the crucified Jesus of Nazareth ? His 
kingdom was certainly not the Kingdom of God 
they expected. 

Klein's thesis must therefore be expanded so far 
as to make it clear that Stephen and his group 
declared the Law as a whole, including 
circumcision, to be abolished both for Jews and for 
Jewish Christians, as Paul also did. “ This 
necessarily led to a division in the Jerusalem 
church. For even if the 'Hebrews' could have j 
oined in taking the step to freedom from the Law 
theologically, they were obliged merely for the 
sake of their own safety to cling to the Law. For the 
persecution of the Hellenists showed clearly how 
the Jews were obliged to reply to the challenge of 
those fellow countrymen who rejected the Law as a 
whole and thereby denied not only Israel's special 
relationship with God !º but also risked their 
national existence ; for the 'Law' was also 
undoubtedly the foundation of Jewish self 
government in Palestine. 'Membership of the 
Jewish nation required the observance of particular 

ºº This did not prevent all sorts of difficulties from being 
made for the apostate Paul in his Gentile mission. Admittedly 1 
Thess. 2.15 has been seriously suspected of being a gloss (cf. 
commentaries). Yet Gal. 5.11 ; 6.12 must also be compared. It 
can hardly have been agreeable to the synagogue that the 
Pauline mission obviously liked to get in touch with Gentiles 
who as 'God-fearers' stood already in a loose relationship to 
Judaism (see pp. 61f.). For now the fruits laboriously cultivated 
by Jewish propaganda fell as an easy prey into the lap of the 
Christians when they then refrained from placing the heavy 
yoke of the Law on the 'God-fearers' ' neck before making 
them full members of their community. This behaviour must 
have appeared to the Jews to be a device as adroit as it was 


10 'Our Lawgiver . . . fenced us round with impregnable 
ramparts and walls of iron, that we might not mingle at all with 
any of the other nations, but remain pure in body and soul, 
free from all vain imaginations, worshipping the one Almighty 
God above the whole creation' (Letter of Aristeas 139). 
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mean. It is difficult to overestimate the extent of the 
missionary efforts of the synagogue and therefore it is 
impossible to doubt the missionary concern of Jewry during the 
period before the year 70 (see p. 61). Hence altercations 
between Paul and the Jews were inevitable. P. H. Menoud, 
L'église naissante et le Judaisme (Etudes théologiques et 
religieuses 27), 195 2, pp. 2, points out, perhaps correctly, that 
the Jews could have had no interest in letting the Christians 
share in the protection granted to their religion. It was just 
because they did not recognize the (Gentile) Christians as Jews 
that they accused them to the Roman authorities. That Paul 
was exposed to trouble from the Jews is also due, apart from 
his missionary activity, to the fact that he was an apostate. 


sActually the step to take to the Gentiles a gospel 
dissociated from the Law included taking that same ospel to 
the Jews as well-and vice versa. For if access had been 
opened up throug faith in Christ to the Gentiles, who had no 
Law, it was impossible any longer to impose the Law on Jewish 
Christians as the means of salvation. And if the Kingdom of 
God came to the Jews who ignored the Law, the Gentile who 
did the same could hardly be excluded from this Kingdom. 
1 9 


regulations and customs '42 The persecution of 
Hellenists who were not bound by the Law was 
therefore an absolutely necessary act of national 
and religious self-defence. 

The fact that the Hebrews remained unmolested 
shows the possibility of bad Jews, too, living in 
Jerusalem. * Only they were not allowed to cut the 
ground away from under the feet of Jewry. “* 


It is worth while to return once more to the 
terms “EPpaioc— CEAAqu(ETCEt. It has become 
sufficiently clear that in the circumstances 
described in Acts 6ff. they cannot primarily denote 
differences of language. But Cadbury's theory that 
the word 'Hellenist' is intended to denote Gentile 
Christians is also improbable. The earlier, the more 
likely it was that Hellenist Jewish Christians, 
especially in Jerusalem, must have been pioneers 
for freedom from the control of the Law. So it is 
most probable that special attention is drawn to 
Nicolaus as a proselyte amongst the seven leaders 
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of the Hellenist community, because he was the 
only one of them who was a Gentile by birth. 

In the New Testament period “EPpaios is the 
name of the genuine Jew who is aware of his 
intimate bond with the traditions of his fathers, his 
national and his Palestinian home, “º even though 
he speaks the Greek language. “EPpCEios is a 
'pure-blooded Jew' yet the term “EPpaios does not 
by itself make it clear in what sense to be a Jew is 
understood. Even Paul calls himself a 'Hebrew' in a 
particular situation (Phil. 3-5 ; 1 Cor. 11.22)! 

Corresponding to this, a EMmorijs is a man who 
knows that 


“2G. Strecker, 'Christentum', p. 462. 

“8 There is nothing to suggest that amongst the 'Hebrews' 
an actual separate Jerusalem group under James and a similar 
Galilean one under Peter could be discerned, as W. 
Grundmann supposes in ZNW 38, 1939, p. 54. 

“ | will cite Haenchen once again from the revised edition 
of his commentary on the Acts: 'However this may be, in any 
case, this principle in the preaching of the "Hellenists" must 
have appeared strange and alarming not only to the Jews, but 
to the "Hebrews" (for the fact that they were not persecuted 
shows that they had not accepted this principle)' (13th ed., p. 
221). He means the principle which criticizes the Law. 
Haenchen does not undertake a more exact definition of it. 
Would he admit the only possible conclusion from the above 
true comment to be that the Hellenists in Jerusalem must be 
antinomians like, for example, Paul, if the radical division in 
the primitive church in Jerusalem and the bloody persecution 
of the Hellenists is to be made intelligible ? 

asCadbury, 'The Hellenists', pp. 627; W. Gutbrod in TWNT 
111, 374ff., 392ff.; T. Hopfner, 'Die Judenfrage bei Griechen 
und Rómem', Abhandlung der Akademie der Wissenschaften 
zu Prag 8, 1940, p. 30. 

«eH. Lietzmann, Korinther, on Il Cor. 11.22. 
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he is commited to the Greek way of life, 
whether he is a Jew by birth or even an 
Aramaic-speaking Jew. The word is derived 
from Apitew= to live like a Greek; its 
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particular meaning is determined in each 
case by the term with which it is 
contrasted. It is intended to denote, not 
national characteristics or language 
especially, but a way of life as a whole. *” 
Thus some later writers call those Greeks 
who have remained pagan “EAÂVLETEL! as 
contrasted with Christians. “* In Acts 9.29 
the “EÃAVLETEL' are the Jews of the Diaspora 
contrasted with Palestinian Jews; in Acts 
11.20 they are Greeks contrasted with Jews 
in general. When in Acts 6.1 a distinction 
is made amongst the Christians between 
“EPpaioL and CEAAWLETEt, then in view of the 
meaning of “EPpaíOL, which can be perceived 
clearly from the context in Acts ff. to be 
Jewish Christians who observe the Law, the 
“EAAVLETEL' can only be understood to be 
un-'Hebrew', i.e. living in the Greek way; 
and thus here Christians living free from 
the control of the Law, whether they were 
Jewish or Greek by origin and language. 
This was the explanation of the expression 
in Acts 6.1 given by G. P. Wetter. “ It is 
possible that this word was coined for the 
first time as a technical term for the 
Christians who were free from the control 
of the Law, as G. P. Wetter conjectures. *º 

Thus the pair of opposites “EPpaíioOl- 
“EAAWLETEL' already allows us to infer that 
the Hellenists had an un-Jewish attitude, 
which in view of their being persecuted, 
proved itself to be pronounced 
antinomianism. 

Accordingly behind the Lucan formulation 
that Stephen speaks words against the 
Temple and the Law (Acts 6.14) there lies 
concealed the antinomianism of Stephen's 
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theological position. It seems that Luke 
knew this also quite well, for in Acts 
21.28 he makes the Jews bring up the same 
accusations against Paul as they had raised 
in Acts 6.13 against Stephen, and it is 
only with difficulty that Paul escapes the 
threat of Stephen's fate. The wording of 
the 


a7Cadbury, p. 60; H. Windisch in TWNT 11, 508; O. Cullmann, The Christolog 
ofthe New Testament, ET 1957, p. 165 n. 1. The contrasted term is lovôatC€w. 

«sCadbury, p. 59; Windisch in TWNT 11, 509. 
G. P. Wetter, pp. 410ff. ; cf. also O. Cullmann, 
'The Significance of the Qumran Texts for Research 
in the Beginnings of Christianity', JBL 74, 1955, 
pp. 220f., reprinted in The Scrolls and the New 
Testament, ed. Krister Stendahl, 1958, pp. 25ff.; W. 
Bauer, 'Jesus der Galilãer' Jin Festgabefúr A. 
Jillicher, pp. 32f.; but particularly in M. Simon, 
Stephen, pp. 12f. ; Windisch in TWNT IL, 508f. * Cf. 
also Cadbury, p. 70. 
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account of Paul's arrest, especially v. 28, must, like 
6.13, be assigned to Luke. º! It is in essentials the 
same. But in the story of Paul's arrival in Jerusalem 
Luke hands down to us on the basis of a good 
source !! the meaning of this accusation against 
Paul. According to Acts 21.21 the Jewish 
(Christians) had been told about Paul, and Paul 
learns through the Christians of Jerusalem 'that 
you teach all the Jews who are among the Gentiles 
to forsake Moses, telling them not to circumcise 
their children or observe the (Jewish) customs.' 

Since Luke repeats this clear accusation of 
antinomianism in 21.28 with the same words with 
which he describes the Jewish reproaches against 
Stephen, he may also in the case of the latter have 
been aware of his real position. 


11 See pp. 86ff. 
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If anyone should call in question the existence 
and activity in the earliest period of Christianity of 
such antinomianism, '2we will merely point here to 
the indisputable fact that Paul before his 
conversion persecuted the Christians, and did so 
just because of his zeal for the Law. His 
conversion, as Gal. 1.132 shows, was a conversion 
to the gospel which he had persecuted, the gospel 
free from the Law. Thus this gospel existed already 
in early days outside Jerusalem, *º and it was, in 
fact, a gospel which placed the Jew, too, apart from 
the Law ; for it was as a Jew that Paul gave up 
obedience to the Law, owing to his conversion. 
Moreover, it may have been Luke who fitted in 
Stephen's story just at this point of time when he 
needed it (see below). It might, in fact, have 
occurred later than Paul's conversion. 

But how could such a separate group come into 
being in Jerusalem ? Obviously not at all! If there 
were during the New Testament period any city 
which might be regarded as the very last place 
where Christian freedom from the control of the 
Law could arise, then it is Jerusalem. This applies, 
in whatever way the 
Hellenism of the “E uqvcarat is defined in detail. !* 
The original 

'! Haenchen, pp. 5 If./546ff. 
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Hellenist Christianity did not arise in Jerusalem, 
but in the 


12 W. G. Kúmmel in TR 17, 1948-9, p. 22f., also allows rightly 
for a Hellenistic community before Stephen. 

13 cf. R. Bultmann, in Glauben und Verstehen I, p. 189; W. 
Schrage, 'Ekklesia und Synagoge', ZTK 60, 1963, pp. 197f. 

14 G. P. Wetter (AR W 21, pp. 412f. et passim), who thinks 
that the Hellenists are predominantly Gentile Christians, 
considers that Luke's source began with a narrative about the 
founding of the two Christian churches in Jerusalem, but 
without asking how a Gentile-Christian church could come to 
be founded just in Jerusalem. 
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W. Grundmann follows Wetter in recognizing the difficulty 
concealed in this Problem and clearly allows for a larger 
number of Gentile inhabitants in Jerusalem (ZNW 38, 1939, p. 
57). That is extremely unlikely. For a criticism of Grundmann 
on other points see Kúmmel in TR 17, 1948, pp. 23ff. We need 
only reflect that it seems to have been the Hellenistic Jews of 
Jerusalem (Acts 6.9) who murdered Stephen. Hence how far 
even from them must Stephen's theological position have been. 

Cadbury ('The Hellenists', p. 69) agrees with Grundmann In 
his picture of the development. But he also considers the 
possibility that Luke may have transferred conditions of his 
own time into the narrative about Stephen. 

Lastly W. Bauer ('Jesus der Galilãer', pp. 32f.) assumes that 
the 'Hellenists' come from Galilee. That is possible, although 1 
conjecture a more direct place of origin elsewhere (see below). 
But at any rate Bauer was right in seeing that the 'Hellenists' 
must have come from outside Jerusalem, in fact from a Gentile 
environment which had no Law. 


5º Of course, there were Hellenistic synagogues in 


Jerusalem, too, which as such undoubtedly pioneered the way 
for a Christianity free from control of the Law. For there are 
signs especially in Hellenistic Judaism of a more independent 
attitude to the Law, even to circumcision. Rabbi Meir (c. 150) 
is said to have remarked several times that a non-Jew who 
observes the Torah would receive a reward, namely by 
carrying out the commandments (BQ 38a; San, 586 and 
passim; see Billerbeck 1, 362f.; Ill, 79). Rabbi Jehoshua 
declared that a baptized man must be considered a proselyte 
according to the general, that is ancient, opinion, even if he 
was not circumcised. (Jeb. 46a = Billerbeck I, pp. 106f.) Cf. 
Orac. Sib. IV 1627, and on this Billerbeck I, p. 106. 

Josephus records that King Izates of Adiabene, who was first 

converted to Judaism on the advice of his teacher, the 
merchant Ananias, omitted circumcision. 
'He said that he was able even without circumcision Tô e€iov 
aéPew, €ty€ «rdvrws KéKP'K£ 47A00v Tã Tôv lovôatwv. TO6r' 
€tvac KvpóTEpov TOU repréuveoda.” Yet later he is circumcised 
after all at the suggestion of a Galilean teacher who held 
strictly to the Law (Jos. Ant. XX 2.4). 

Philo (De migr. Abr. 89%) objects to those who pursue the 
allegorical interpreta* tion of the Law with such fervour that 
they neglect the actual meaning of the words. He declares with 
regard to them that ordinances about the sabbath and the 
feast days, the rule about circumcision and the regulations 
about the Temple worship, must be obeyed literally as well. 
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'For if they are observed correctly, that for which they are 
symbols will also be perceived more clearly, apart from the 
fact that many peoples' accusations and reproaches will be 
avoided.' 

Three times we find in Paul's writings in different forms the 
principle 'neither circumcision counts for anything nor 
uncircumcision, but keeping the commandments of God' (T Cor. 
7.19; Gal. 5.6, 6.15 ; cf. Rom. 2.26). Obviously this principle 
originated in the Hellenistic synagogue. According to a 
scholium on Gal. 6.15 (see HNT ad loc.) it is said to have been 
found, too, in an apocryphal writing of Moses. Cf. also P. 
Dalbert, Missionsliteratgr, pp. 16, 65. 

It is not really likely that the Hellenistic synagogues in 
Jerusalem had such liberal ideas. But even if they had, the 
antinomianism of the circle of Stephen (and of Paul) differs 
altogether from a certain diffidence in some Jewish circles with 
regard to carrying out circumcision understood as an opus 
oberatgm. When a Hellenistic Jew said that what mattered was 
not the act of circumcision but keeping God's commandment, 
this did not thereby call in question Israel's exclusive 
relationship to God. It only meant that this relationship was 
established less by means of circumcision than by observance 
of the moral commandments of God's people. When Stephen or 
Paul say that circumcision and uncircumcision count for 
nothing, it signifies that Israel has no longer any religious 
privilege. Israel's exclusive relation is impugned. Therefore, 
instead of 'keeping the commandments of God' (1 Cor. 7.19), 
Paul can speak of 
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Hellenistic world ; perhaps its origin was 
connected with a mission to the Gentiles. We do 
not know for certain where to look for the origin of 
the church in Jerusalem led by Stephen and the 
Seven which dissociated itself from the Law. The 
Syrian area around Antioch might be assumed (see 
below). *” That these Hellenists quite early formed 
themselves into a church in Jerusalem, too, is most 
simply explained by the same reason which also 
brought to Jerusalem even earlier the 'Hebrews', 
whose home was in Galilee. It was in Jerusalem 
that the imminent parousia was espected.58 

4. The hypothesis that the Hellenistic Christianity 
of Jerusalem did not originate in Jerusalem itself 
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does indeed conflict with Luke's account, according 
to which the Christian message first crossed the 
boundaries of the city of Jerusalem in consequence 
of the persecution aroused by Stephen's death and 
reached Judea, 


'faith' (Gal. 5.6) or of the 'new creation' (Gal. 6.15) as the 
realities by which circumcision has been replaced. 

The fundamental abolition of Israel's special privilege which 
this implies could not happen in an entirely Jewish 
environment, but only in the Gentile world. Not much light can 
as yet be thrown on the obscurity surrounding the beginnings 
of this antinomianism. Some preparation had indeed perhaps 
been made in certain Hellenistic circles which gave priority to 
the moral precept over the demand for circumcision ; but still 
this does not explain what is really new, namely the denial that 
Israel is God's people in a unique way. Is this the theological 
achievement of a particular primitive Christian personality? 
This is unlikely. At any rate, Paul found already in existence 
this antinomianism which he persecuted. I should like to 
conjecture here foreign influences in the region of Antioch, in 
which antinomianism is at home (see below and Schmithals, 
Apostelamt, pp. 1872). 


2! | can see no reason for seeking the immediate origin of 
the Hellenists among the Essenes (O. Cullmann, 'The 
Significance of the Qumran Texts for Research into the 
Beginnings of Christianity', JBL 74, 1955, pp. 213—26 = The 
Scrolls and the New Testament, 1958, pp. 18-32; cautiously 
also J. Daniélou in Les manuscrits de la Mer Morte el les 
origines du christianisme (1957; ET, The Dead Sea Scrolls and 
Primitive Christianity, Baltimore, 1958), ch. Ill, section 1. The 
Qumran group were rigorous defenders of the Law, and to that 
extent far removed from éAAgvtC€w. Cf. Haenchen, 15th ed., 
pp. 214ff., who also criticizes other matters in Cullmann. 
Certain points of contact are no evidence of dependence, but 
are explained by their common milieu of oriental syncretism. 
Cullmann carries his thesis further in 'L'Opposition contre le 
Temple de Jérusalem, Motif Commun de la Théologie 
Johannique et du Monde 
Ambiant', NTS 5, 1959, pp. 157—73. Cf. also P. Geoltrain, 
'Esséniens et Hellénistes', TZ 15, 1959, pp. 24154; A. F. J. 
Klijn, 'Stephen's speech, Acts 7.2—53', NTS 4, 1957, pp. 25ff. 

58 Of course, it is only natural, even in the absence of this 
purposive theological motive, that Christians who had that bias 
against the control of the Law should for the most varied 
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personal reasons go to Jerusalem and combine to form a 
community there. Jerusalem was the ewish capital city with 
which the Jews were connected by all kinds of links. Similar y 
Christians, in fact, meet together in Rome, too, brought to the 
capital of the empire by multifarious reasons, but hardly by a 
planned mission, and build up a church there. 

22-23 


Samaria, Galilee(!) and finally Antioch (Acts 8.1, 
4f.; 11.19). The historicity of this presentation of 
the events *º was asserted with all the more 
confidence, since the conviction prevailed that we 
had in Acts 11.19-30 an original ('Antiochian” 
report which followed on immediately after 8.4.º%º 
But what O. Bauernfeind º*! had already pointed out, 
has been established by Haenchen, !*!º namely, that 
we have in 11.19-30 a typical Lucan summary. & 

Luke naturally uses for it old traditions from 
Antioch. We can quite confidently assign to these 
traditions the names of the earliest prophets and 
teachers from Antioch which occur in Acts 13.1. a 
Luke knew from Barnabas that he was a Cypriot 
(Acts 4-36) and that Lucius came from Cyrene 
(13.1). He puts this together in 11.20 and states 
that some of those who were persecuted in 
Jerusalem, men of Cyprus and Cyrene, brought the 
gospel to Antioch. But the names in 13.1 have 
nothing to do with those in Acts 6.5. The statement 
in 11.20 that the persons named in 13.1 were 
refugees from Jerusalem is made up by Luke. ” In 
fact, no trace of a source can be discovered which 

E connecis 11.19ff. with 8.4. 

15 Pp. 320/313f. 

16 In my opinion we must adhere at all costs to this findin . 
R. Bultmann's renewed defence (in Nev Testament ESSO's, 
studies in memory or T. W. Manson, edited by A. J. B. Higgins, 
Manchester, 1959, pp. 68-80) Ofa continuous source from 
Antioch linking Acts 8.4a with 11.19 seems to me to be 
insufficiently substantiated; cf. also Haenchen, 13th ed., pp. NE 

Dibelius, Acts, p. 17 n. 3. 
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The obvious tension between Acts 11.19ff. and the 
story about 


s Tt has not been disputed by G. P. Wetter or W. 
Grundmann either; both make 
Gentile Christianity originate in Jerusalem 1 

6 A. von Harnack, The Acts of the Apostles, ET (New 
Testament Studies 3), 1909, p. 199; W. Grundmann in ZNW 38, 
1939, pp. 54f.; J. Jeremias, 'Untersuchungen zum 
Quellenproblem der Apostelgeschichte', ZNW 36, 1937, pp. 
205— 21; H. H. Wendt, 'Die Hauptquelle der 
Apostelgeschichte', ZNW 24, 1925, pp. 
293fF. 

bj 0. Bauernfeind, Die Apostelgeschicbte, p. 153. 
23—24 


Cornelius justifes us in considering the tradition 
that Antioch is the home of freedom from the 
control of the Law, that very same freedom of 
which the Hellenist church in Jerusalem was the 
victim, to be genuine also. Therefore the 
beginnings of the church in Antioch placed by Luke 
at the time of 11.19ff. were earlier than Stephen's 
martyrdom. The fact that at least one of the leaders 
of the Hellenist church in Jerusalem, namely 
Nicolaus, came from Antioch builds a bridge from 
Antioch to Jerusalem, not the other way round, 
even though members of Stephen's circle may after 


17 We do indeed meet with Barnabas in Jerusalem in Acts 4- 
36f. But it is in the tradition of Antioch alone that he is 
anchored firmly, and E. Schwartz long ago made the correct 
conjecture (NGG, 1907, p. 282 n. 1) that that first report about 
Barnabas is derived from the prototype used for 13.1ff. and was 
first transferred to Jerusalem by Luke. This would enable the 
impossible interpretation of the name Barnabas as the 'Son of 
consolation' to be explained; namely, Luke had in error applied 
to Barnabas a note about Manaen Menahem, in Il Kings 15.14 = 
consoler). 

Luke needed the Hellenist Barnabas to be in Jerusalem in the 
first instance, in order to let the Gentile mission in Antioch 
receive the sanction of the apostolic authority controlling the 
Church (Haenchen, pp. 321f./ 14f.). The account in Acts 9.27 
which is historically impossible (Haenchen, pp. 289k/282f.) 
shows him to be the suitable man for the purpose. 
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his martyrdom have attached themselves to the 
mother church in Antioch. 

This view of things is supported also by the fact 
that in the early days of the Church Paul must have 
been active as a persecutor of the Christians who 
ignored the Law in the regions of Syria and Cilicia, 
contrary to the account in Acts (cf. Gal. 1.21); for 
he declared emphatically that he was personally 
unknown to the churches in Judea (Gal. 1.22). Of 
course, Luke was obliged to transfer Paul's 
persecuting activities to Judea, if only because 
according to the narrative of Acts Christianity had 
not yet reached Antioch and its neighbourhood at 
the time of Paul's conversion. 

Now we can perceive also what lay behind Luke's 
description of the events concerning Stephen. It is 
only from hints that we learned from Luke that the 
church in Jerusalem was seriously divided, that 
Stephen came forward as an antinomian, that only 
part of the church was persecuted. Luke himself 
makes it behave with great unanimity and so be 
persecuted collectively, too, and he also produces 
false witnesses for the accusation against Stephen. 
Why ? 

An important underlying trend of Luke's 
delineation of the history appears in his endeavour 
to present Jerusalem  consistently as the 
headquarters of Christianity, from which all its 
developments emanate or at least receive their 
sanction, to whose authority all Christendom, even 
Pauline Christendom, is subject. !º Luke presents 


18 The motives for this most conspicuous tendency in 
Luke's reporting of events, which G. Klein, Die ZwôlfAbostel, has 
recently brought out emphatically, need not be examined here. 
Certainly Luke's endeavour to prove Christianity to be the true 
Judaism springs from the same purpose. Haenchen conjectures 
apologetic motives : Christianity is to be recognized 'as an 
internal Jewish atp£acs, hence as a religio licita! aposte (PP. geschichte, 
565/560). p. 17). This But has see pp. already s7r. been 
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this picture consistently, at any rate so far as the 
data 24-25 permit. Thus Galilee is already cut out 
of the Easter narratives in his Gospel. º The whole 
Christian church lives from the beginning in 
Jerusalem. From there it spreads to Judea, Samaria 
(8.1) and finally to Galilee as well (9-31) and 
beyond. Haenchen affirms correctly that Luke 
'apparently had no material! *” about the 
Christianization of Galilee. Indeed, how could he 
have had it! This material is, after all, not suitable 
for Acts, but is already contained in the gospel. & 
Not Jerusalem, but Galilee is the home of 
Christianity. “º It is certain that very soon the 
Church shifted its centre to Jerusalem, where it 
expected the parousia of him who was crucified 
there. !º But, of course, an original church 
remained 


6 W. Marxsen, Der Evangelist Markus (FRLANT 67), 
1956, pp. 47ff., has declared—following the example of others 
—this conception of the Easter events to be the historically 
correct one. In his view the disciples certainly did not return to 
Galilee after Jesus' death. The passages in Mark, Matthew and 
John which maintain this are all said to be editorial 
interpolations of the evangelist Mark. I Cor. 15 knows nothing 
about Galilee. I do not think that there is anything to justify 
this theory. All earlier traces of the resurrection stories point 
to Galilee, and there is little likelihood of the group of Jesus' 
adherents having remained in Judea after his execution. They 
certainly had not cut all links with their home when they set 
out for Jerusalem for the Passover. But even if they had done 
so, as W. Marxsen assumes, yet a group of Jesus' adherents 


maintained by H. J. Holtzmann (Die 

19 Perhaps Jerusalem, too, as K. Holl conjectures, soon 
developed with the selfassurance of its inhabitants to be the 
official headquarters of Christianity as a whole. On the other 
hand, we ought not to overestimate the significance of 
Jerusalem in the very early period. We possess, for instance, no 
reliable information which might suggest to us that the circle 
of the Twelve made their home even temporarily in Jerusalem. 


PJ.-C 
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would have remained behind in Galilee. It is just this which 
conflicts with Luke's description. 

e Pp. 287/280. 

se The synoptic material still awaits interpretation with 
the spread of Christianity in Galilee in the post-Easter period 
in mind. 

se — It must be recalled that this was already asserted by R. 
Schútz, Apostel und Júnger, 1921. He starts from a stark 
antagonism between Paul and James. Here he is in error. His 
study has been rightly rejected, especially on account of his 
impossible division of the sources in Acts. He reconstructs an 
apostles' source and a disciples' source, the former Judaistic, 
the latter ellenistic. The results of his work are based on this 
thesis. But although the solution of the problem which Schútz 
has seen may be quite impossible, the problem itself, owing to 
the rejection of his solution, still persists. Hence the 
introduction to his study remains worth reading, for he points 
out that already in the early beginnings of Christianity the 
existence of JewishChristian and Hellenistic elements side by 
side can be established. And it is still worth while to read the 
conclusion (pp. 94— 107), which, with whatever reservations it 
may be read, says much that is true about the significance of 
Galilee in the history of primitive Christianity, which has been 
much neglected by recent research following Luke's example. 

The question we have posed is also suggested to a certain 
extent in C. C. Torrey's essay, "The Aramaic Period of the 
Nascent Christian Church", ZNW 44, 1952/3, pp. 205—23. Cf. 
also L. E. Elliott-Binns, Galilean Christianity (SBT 16), 1956, 
especially pp. 43ff.; in spite of many bad arguments he is right 
in recognizing the significance of Galilee for early Christianity. 
25—26 


active in Galilee 7! and disseminated its influence 


not only to Jerusalem by way of Samaria, but also 
to Syria, Damascus, Antioch, all places where the 
Acts takes early Christian churches for granted. ?º 
The religious and political connexions of 'Galilee of 
the Gentiles' ?! were at least as close to the north as 
to the south. 


20 See W. G. Kiimmelin TR 17, 1948-9, pp. 18f. 

21 For the spread of paganism in Galilee cf. L. E. Elliott- 
Binns, Galilean Christianity, pp. 17ff. Cf. also M. Dibelius, Die 
Formgescbichte des Evangeligms*?, 1959, pp. 27ff.; G. Schrenk, Galilãa 
Zur Zeit Jesu (Jugend und Evangelium 7), Basel, 1941. 
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"The problems upon which we have touched are dealt with 
also by E. Lohmeyer in his well-known book, Galilãa und 
Jerusalem (FRLANT 52), 1936, as well as elsewhere, especially 
in the essay, 'Das Abendmahl in der Urgemeinde', JBL 56, 
1937, pp. 217—52. Lohmeyer realizes correctly that there 
must have existed a church in Galilee when the history of the 
Church began. But he is already mistaken in speaking of two 
original churches. He must speak either of one original church, 
which in that case would be the Galilean one, or of several, in 
which case alongside the mother church in Galilee the dau 
hter churches in Jerusalem and Judea, in Antioch, in Damascus 
and Syria, in amaria and perhaps elsewhere would stand as 
regards their origin—not their importance—essentially on the 
same level. It is still more erroneous to assign to the 
mistakenly conjectured two original churches separate 
theological ideologies. We are, of course, justified theoretically 
in allowing for local theological peculiarities, but in that case 
we cannot make do with only two localities possessing original 
churches. 

If we wish nevertheless to speak of two original churches in 
the early period, it can only be done if we suppose that, in 
addition to the churches imbued with the Easter faith who 
confessed Jesus as Christ, there remained in Galilee to start 
with and for some time active churches who in imitation of the 
historical Jesus were expecting not Jesus as the Son of Man but 
the coming of God in his heavenly Kingdom. So far as I know 
these churches have not yet been taken into account by 
historical research, to the great disadvantage of all efforts to 
elucidate the beginnings of Christianity and the origins of the 
synoptic tradition. 

It is a separate question whether the early spread of the 
gospel from Galilee in the most diverse directions presuppose 
a conscious mission, and thus real missionaries. This 
presupposition is not actually necessary. Eschatological 
movements are often apt to spread very fast. But I should like 
to draw attention to the fact that Paul, according to Gal. 
1.17ff., presupposes 'apostles' in Jerusalem at the time of his 
conversion. There is discussion about the particular people 
who are to be counted as 'apostles'. But there should be none 
about the fact that the concept of apostle used here is the 
Pauline one, according to which the apostle is an envoy 
appointed by Christ to spread the gospel. Paul knows no kind 
of apostle other than this (if we disregard the non-theological 
use of the apostle concept in the case of the 'messengers of the 
churches' in Tl Cor. 8.23 ; Phil. 2.25). Three years after Paul's 
conversion the majority of the apostles are, in fact, on journeys 
—presumably on active service (Gal. 1.19). This can, after all, 
only be understood on the supposition that at latest at the time 
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of Paul's conversion, and that means practically from the 
beginning of the Church, a Christian mission was in existence. 
Kk must not be objected that this runs counter to all that we 
know about Judaism. Admittedl (Yet cf. Matt. 23.15 and J. 
Jeremias, Jesus' Promise to the Nations, ET (SBT 24), 1958, pp. 
11—19. But the home of Christianity is not Jerusalem nor 
orthodox Judaism, but 'Gali ee of the Gentiles', permeated by 
syncretism. Moreover, the concept 'mission' is capable of being 
charged with a great variety of particular meanings and must 
not be seen directly in the light of Paul's missionary methods; 
cf. also pp. 61f. below. Yet the synoptic tradition is aware of 
not a few logia which presuppose a planned mission of Jewish- 
Christian missionaries in the early period; cf. also I Cor. 9-5 
and see below, pp. 11 If. 

26—27 


Otherwise it would be impossible to understand not 
only the whole affair about Stephen but also Paul 
and his conversion to the Christianity free from 
Law which he had hitherto persecuted. Mark is 
right in regarding Galilee as the Holy Land 2 and 
the synoptic tradition is anchored essentially in 
Galilee and its surroundings not only on account of 
its origin but also from the point of view of the 
history of its tradition. ? The mission of the Lord's 
brothers, attested by Paul in I Cor. 9-5, might have 
had its home in Galilee. 

Even Luke, too, could not ignore the fact that 
Paul had been active in early days as a persecutor, 
since the conversion of Paul took place near 
Damascus, an event which had stamped itself upon 
the 'consciousness of Christianity.  Luke— 
presumably contrary to the historical course of 
events—makes the conversion of Paul come after 
the persecution of Stephen and sends Paul to 


22 See Kúmmel, TR 17, 1948-9, pp. 17f. Cf. W. Marxsen, Der 
Evangelist Markus, pp. 33%, who, in fact, looks for the Sitz im 
Leben of Mark's Galilee tradition in the circumstances of the 
Church at the time ofMark. 

23 So it is not a matter for surprise that o TaALÃaioL is 
attested several times as an early name of the Christians; see 
the passages in E. Peterson, FrOkircbe, Judentum undGnosis, 1959, 
pp. 64f., and Epict. IV 7, 6. “Cf. J. Weiss, pp. lif. 


48 


Stephen 

Damascus in order to find out whether the new 
teaching had already spread so far in the short 
time after Stephen's death; in this way he succeeds 
in avoiding the difficulty which this involves. But in 
doing so he has to accept the supposition that the 
Christians are at first allowed to go free, and must 
then be pursued as far as Damascus, where in any 
case the Jerusalem authorities no longer possessed 
any jurisdiction. Actually the fact of Paul's activity 
as a persecutor in the Damascus area shows that 
Christianity did not first leave the walls of 
Jerusalem after Stephen's persecution and advance 
gradually from Judea to Syria, but that it had 
already reached Syria at an early period and in fact 
apparently from Galilee. 

These considerations are sufficient to wreck 
Luke's design, which is what determines his 
presentation of Stephen's martyrdom. Luke could 
not give up this story. It gave him the golden 
opportunity to account for the Christian mission, 
for the passage of the gospel beyond the bounds of 
Jerusalem, and even to lay it at the door of the 
Jewish authorities (disliked by the Romans also). *º 
The Christian Church, living in complete concord 
with the Temple, the nation and the Law, would 
never on its own account 
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27—28 and 


have thought of such an enterprise ! ” Since 
Stephen had first to be introduced as an important 
figure in the primitive Church beside the apostles, 
who up till then had alone dominated the scene, 
Luke simply could not omit the account of the 
division in the Church in Acts 6.1—7' 

The true reason for this division, and therefore 
also Stephen's real attitude and the motive for his 
death as a martyr, and hence, too, what actually 
happened during the persecution, must be 
suppressed by Luke, although his account reveals 
that he knew more about it than he tells. 2 For 
otherwise he would have had to explain how a 
Jewish-Christian church which disregarded the 
Law could come into being amongst the 
presuppositions of the early  Christians of 
Jerusalem, who according to Luke's account 
observed the Law strictly; that is to say, in practice 
he would have had to give up the fiction that 
Stephen was really the cause of the worldwide 
mission, whereas he was, in fact, a victim of 
Christian antinomianism which had long been 
active beyond the Jewish frontiers.?” Luke would 
thus have had to relinquish the essential purpose 
of his book, which was to make Jerusalem the 
undisputed point of departure and the centre of the 
history of the Church. 2º 


24 See p. 27. 

25 When it comes to describing Paul's arrest in Jerusalem 
these considerations are, of course dropped. Thus Luke can 
without any scruples let the antinomian form of the 
accusations against Paul in Acts 21.21 stand beside his more 
moderate version Of them in Acts 21.2g-htistianity 

26 Schoeps accepts Luke's picture of primitive as his 
viewpoint of its history and makes Paul into the first Hellenist 
Christian. It is probably for this reason that he perceives with 
greater perspicacity than any other commentator that the story 
about Stephen is a foreign element within Luke's presentation 
which upsets it completely. His solution' of this difficulty consists 
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That he was unable to achieve this explains his 
treatment of the tradition concerning Stephen. 

The preceding discussion is intended to 
introduce us to the problem of the relationship 
between Paul and James. We will sum up its results 
: There was already in the early days in Jerusalem 
a party amongst the primitive Christians who 
observed the Law, 


7 If we notice the role which the Stephen narrative must 
play at this precise point in Luke's account, we shall beware of 
following Luke's dating too confidently. When Paul was in 
Jerusalem for the 'Apostolic Council! the persecution may, in 
fact, have lain already sometime back in the past, but I Thess. 
2.14 may be alluding to it; cf. H. J. Schoeps, Urgemeinde, p. 
14. 
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and another which was free from its control. The 
two were organized separately, which was indeed 
required by their different attitudes to the Law. We 
cannot be sure what their relation to each other 
was like. We can hardly assume that they faced 
each other with actual hostility. Even those who 
clung to circumcision did not observe the Law 
strictly,º! and the relationship between Paul and 
Jerusalem makes open  hostility completely 
impossible at a somewhat later time, as we shall 
soon see. It is true that their relations were 
certainly not free from tension. But the persecution 
of the Hellenists was not due to the Judaizers', but 
to the Jews. The 'Judaizers' certainly remained 
unmolested. But this means that the Jewish 
Christians who did not dispute the validity of the 
Law for Jews could live in the national community 


in regarding the Hellenists as an association based on local 
affiliations elsewhere, and in supposing the figure of Stephen to 
have been invented by Luke (Theologie, pp. 440f.; Urgemeinde, pp. 
5f., 13). But whatever criticisms may be raised against the 
account in the Acts, it must not be overlooked that Luke is 
using existing traditions for the story about Stephen. 


of the Jews, whilst the Jewish Christian who 
declared himself on principle to be free from the 
control of the Law was turned out of this 
community.82 


Therefore, for the Jewish Christians in Palestine the 
question of their attitude to the Law was not only, 
perhaps not even principally, a theological problem, but 
a question of the possibility of their existence as a 
church in the Jewish land. 


et Many facts support this statement: the origin of the 
Christian movement in Galilee ('Galilee, Galilee, thou hatest 
the Law, therefore thine end will be that of the robbers', Jer. 
Shah 16; cf. W. Grundmann, Die Geschichte Jesu Christi, 1956, 
pp. 95f.; Billerbeck I, 156ff. ; W. Bauer, Jesus der Galilãer',pp. 
16ff.) ; thewhole of the synoptic tradition (see pp. 109f.); the 
Easter stories which display a Christianity susceptible to 
ecstatic experiences, and so hardly casuistic and law-abiding; 
the repeated persecutions which claimed as victims, for 
example, the sons of Zebedee and later James, the Lord's 
brother. (Many sayings, too, in the synoptic tradition 
presuppose the state of persecution; cf. G. Strecker, ET", 
1956, p. 464, who considers that the Jewish Christians' 
teaching about the Messiah was the motive for these 
persecutions. But it seems to me incredible, in view of the 
variety of messianic expectations in orthodox Judaism, too, 
that the messianic hope of the believers in Jesus—which was 
moreover politically harmless—could have been the cause of 
bloody jpersecution; this thesis requires at least to be 
substantiated thoroughly.) We must include, too, the behaviour 
of Peter in Antioch (see pp. 63ff.). Moreover, imminent 
eschatological expectation can hardly be combined With a 
strict legalism. There are some good comments on the problem 
raised here in J. Munck, Paul, pp. 214—17. 

82 Paul's arguments in Gal. 5.11, 6.12 are based on this 
state of affairs; cf. E. Hirsch inZNW 29, 1930, p. 195. 


11 
THE 'APOSTOLIC COUNCIL' 


1. WE must base our opinion of Paul's relationship 
to the Jewish Christians of Jerusalem on his 
account of the so-called 'Apostolic Council in Gal. 
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2.1—10. It would only be confusing to place beside 
it Luke's corresponding report in Acts 15 ; for 
'Luke's treatment of the event is only literary- 
theological and can make no claim to historical 
worth. Its historical significance lies at most in 
the fact that Luke presents the problem of the Law 
as the main issue of the conference, a fact 
concerning which Paul's account leaves us in no 
doubt either. Nevertheless the question still 
remains as to the meaning given to the validity of 
the Law in the discussion. 

Paul's report serves a definite purpose. He 
wishes to prove in the face of the reproaches of his 
opponents that his gospel and his service are 
independent of the authority of the 'church leaders' 
of Jerusalem. The main substance of his concern is 
therefore expressed in v. 6; 'those who were of 
repute added nothing to me'. We certainly learn 
more than this from the account of the result of the 
conference in Jerusalem, a result which was crucial 
for Paul. At this conference there was, of course, in 
actual fact more at stake than the final statement 
that nothing was added to Paul. But the whole 
account must be read bearing in mind this central 
idea underlying the reason for its being reported. 

Paul is not travelling as a private individual; 
Barnabas travels with him as a partner with equal 
rights. They take with them Titus, their fellow 
worker, as a companion. It is not suggested that 
they present themselves as envoys from the church 
of Antioch. 2 If that had been the case, it would 
have been significant that Antioch sent its most 
successful missionary team. In any case, the 
business in Jerusalem concerned Paul's mission, 
namely the mission to the Gentiles. If Paul, in v. If., 
and farther on as well, 


27 Thus Haenchen, pp. 41 Irrf./soert. ; E. Meyer, Ursprang, pp. 41 'f. 


' Dibelius, Acts, p. 100. 
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30-3120ccasionally speaks in the first person 
singular, the reason is that he has to defend 
himself, not himself and Barnabas. Moreover, at 
the time of the Council he must certainly already 
have been considered as the leading partner of the 
pair. 

Why did Paul go to Jerusalem at all? What gave 
rise to the conference ? There were explicit 
negotiations resulting in definite agreements. That 
makes it out of the question that the intention was 
just to see each other, to talk together and to learn 
to know each other. 

Paul was not summoned to Jerusalem, but came 
of his own freewill 'by revelation'3 (v. 2); he tells us 
this himself. Therefore he obviously considers that 
it may have been assumed in error that he 
attended on the orders of the Jerusalem church. 
This suggests that it was the Jerusalem church in 
particular that was anxious for this discussion. If 
the need for it had lain in the circumstances of 
Paul's own work, even his opponents were not 
likely to have had the idea that the Jerusalem 
church had summoned him to meet them. ?º This in 
itself makes it unlikely that Haenchen's remark is 
correct: 'In fact those discussions in Jerusalem 
really became necessary only because the Gentile 
Christians in Antioch were required to accept 
circumcision.'5 If that had been the case, Paul's 
need for a discussion would have been so urgent 
that Gal. 2.2a would be quite incomprehensible. 


28 Paul's assurance in v. 2 that he went to Jerusalem in 
consequence of a revelation does not exclude the fact that the 
journey was a concession to constraint from outside (T. Zahn, 
Galater, p. 93). 

29 F. Sieffert, Galater, p. 85, follows the example of B. Weiss in 
thinking it even possible that the allusion to revelation is 
intended to exclude the view that the journey was made 'because 
he himselfneeded to go". 
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Besides, this motive can be read only into the 
account in Acts 1 “which Haenchen, too, considers 
not to be authoritative, but certainly not into Gal. 
2.1—10. Antioch is never mentioned in this 
passage; and if, in fact, envoys from Jerusalem had 
demanded circumcision in the Pauline mission 
area, they can only have been a separatist group; 
for according to Paul's account it was only 'false 
brethren secretly brought in' who created 
difficulties. He did not first have to obtain from 
those who were of repute consent for a Gentile 
mission free from the control of the Law. They had 
31-32 been in sympathy with him from the 
beginning of his missionary activity (Gal. 1.23f.). It 
would have been most strange if Paul, after fifteen 
years of successful missionary work amongst the 
Gentiles, had suddenly met with opposition on 
matters of principle from the Jewish Christians in 
Jerusalem. And if he had then made them accept 
his way of thinking he would not have failed to 
report this in Gal. 2! But if, as Haenchen also 
assumes, the demand for circumcision emanates 
from a separate sectarian group, it is difficult to 
see why in that case Paul had come to an 
agreement with the 'pillars'. 

H. Schlier gives another reason for Paul's 
journey to Jerusalem, which also finds the motive 
for it in Paul's own circumstances : 'But now there 
is in fact only one Church and only one gospel... 
But that required an exchange of views between 
the new apostle extraordinary and the old regular 
apostles, an exchange which God forced upon him 
in a special revelation. The purpose of the second 
journey, as is explicitly said, is to bring about an 


30 PP. 414/409. Similarly in R. A. Lipsius on Gal. 2.2º, T. 
Zahn, Galater, pp. 93f, 106; B. Reicke, 'Der geschichtliche 
Hintergrund des Apostelkonzils und der Antiochia Episode", 
Stgdia Paglina, 195 3, pp. 172ff. ; E. Meyer, p. 415; F. Hahn, 
Mission, pp. 77ff. 
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agreement on the Pauline gospel.'6 According to 
his further comments, Schlier holds the opinion 
that Paul is not satisfied with having received his 
gospel and apostleship from God. For the sake of 
the unity of the Church, the final authority of the 
Church, that is, the one in Jerusalem, must confirm 
his gospel. 

These comments are not only clearly determined 
by Schlier's special concern; they are also in direct 
contradiction to what Paul says. Gal. 1 is an 
emphatic proof of the fact that Paul's gospel and 
his apostleship are completely independent of men. 
Gal. 2.1—10 is intended to corroborate this 
evidence. The 'pillars' in Jerusalem were aware of 
this fact when they gave their consent to the 
independence of the Pauline Gentile trfssion (Gal. 
2.7ff.). The statement, 'it is said explicitly' that the 
purpose of the journey was to bring about an 
agreement on the Pauline gospel, is made by 
Schlier, because he translates (2.2) as T laid before 
them for decision'. But dvaTtDTIIJL has at most a 
secondary meaning of offering for approval and 
denotes simply to bring before someone for 
consideration. This is its meaning in Gal. 2.2. 
would indeed have been very late in the day if after 
fifteen years of intensely active preaching Paul had 
suddenly had to seek authorization for his 

$ Galater, p. 35. The exegesis of Sieffert, p. 91, had already pointed 
in this direction. 

32 message. He emphasizes the long period of 
fifteen years just for the purpose of making clear 
the absurdity of such an interpretation of his visit 
by his opponents. In short, it is out of the question 
that the real motive for the 'Apostolic Council! was 
Paul's endeavour to get his gospel sanctioned by 
the authorities in charge. ” P. Althaus brings 
forward an argument different from, but similar to, 
that of H. Schlier.º “The apostle to the Gentiles 
must have been troubled by the anxious question 
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whether Jesus' disciples in Jerusalem would 
recognize his preaching.' This was not because his 
gospel depended on the authority of the Jerusalem 
group. But Paul knew, according to P. Althaus, that 
he would have toiled in vain if the connexion of his 
churches with the historical disciples of the 
historical Jesus had been broken. C. K. Barrett also 
speaks in a similar strain when writing about the 
'pillar' apostles: ' they are the indispensable 
connecting links between the historical Jesus and 
the community of the New Age. As such they must 
be consulted, and fellowship with them must be 
maintained, at almost any cost. Upon them rested 
the primary responsibility of bearing witness to the 
resurrection.'8a It is only with difficulty that I can 
understand how this can be written at all, and 
particularly after expounding Gal. 1. Althaus does, 
however correct himself. On Gal. 2.6 he writes: 
'Paul is confident about his complete authority and 
his message, whether the original apostles agree 
with it or not (1.8f.). Their judgment is a human 
one—What does that signify in view of the fact that 
Jesus Christ has appointed him ?' What indeed! 

These different attempts show that the question 
of the motive of Paul's journey to Jerusalem is 
harder to answer than may appear at first. º 

7 Moreover, this task would have had to be performed at 
latest on Paul's first visit to Jerusalem. 


» Althaus, Die kleineren Briefe des ApostelPaulus, pp. 14f. 
88 Studia Paglina, p. 18. 


9 This is evident, too, from the untenable attem t of E. 

Klostermann, 'Zur 

Apologie des Paulus Galater 1.10-—2.21', Wiss. Zeitschri t der 
Martin Luther Universitát Halle-Wittenberg VI/5, pp. 763—6, 
to find that the purpose of the journey is described in 2.4f. E. 
Klostermann prefers the Western text in 2.5 and paraphrases: 
(v. 4) (Moreover) it was (only) on account of the false brethren 
brought in (in Antioch, cf. Acts 15.1f.), who slipped in to spy 
out our freedom that we have in Christ, that they might bring 
us into bondage, (v. 5) that we (leaders in Antioch) yielded 
submission for a moment that the truth of the gospel might be 
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preserved for you.' The submission mentioned, if the text is 
understood in this sense, is then supposed to have consisted in 
the journey to Jerusalem 1 
32-33 


Haenchen, Schlier and Althaus all start from the 
assumption that Paul begins his description of the 
'Apostolic Council" by explaining the motive for his 
journey. They do not take into account what 
stimulated Paul to make this report at all. If this is 
done, we learn from the manner of Paul's reporting 
mainly only what seemed to him in the Jerusalem 
discussion to be particularly important as regards 
his Galatian oPPonents at that time, namely that in 
Jerusalem the independence of his gospel which 
was free of the Law was not called in question, but 
was explicitly recognized. This is why Paul declares 
that he went up to Jerusalem only after fourteen 
years of independent service (2.1). This is why he 
speaks of the 'revelation' (of Christ) which sent him 
to Jerusalem and which made it impossible to 
assert that he had been ordered to come by the 
leaders of the Jerusalem church (2.2). This is why 
he writes that he laid before the Jerusalem church, 
and indeed particularly before the OOKOUVTES 
there, the gospel which he preached among the 
Gentiles, that he had therefore brought this gospel 
with him to Jerusalem already, and certainly had 
not just received it from the people in Jerusalem 
(2.2). That is why he points to the success of his 
preaching (2.2), which he considers to be the 
clearest sign of the truth of his gospel, which was 
received independently of Jerusalem (cf. I Cor. 9.1 
—3 ; 1 Cor. 3.1-3, 10.12-18; Phil. 2.15f. et 
bassim):º how can there be any success with a gospel 
derived from man if it had not even been possible 
to receive it from these men? Therefore it has not 
been derived from these men! That is why he 
emphasizes the fact that his intimate fellow worker 
Titus was not compelled to be circumcised, a 
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statement which bears entirely upon the situation 
in Galatia and which does not even tell whether on 
that occasion anyone in Jerusalem demanded his 
circumcision. 

It is obvious that in Gal. 2.1f. Paul does not 
intend to give an historical lecture on the reasons 
which led to the meeting in Jerusalem being 
arranged. In Gal. 2. If. his gaze is directed entirely 
to the situation in Galatia. No information is 
provided about the motive for his journey. 

Of course, his gospel was discussed—Paul leaves 
no doubt at all about that. Are we therefore to 
assume that Paul travelled to 
Jerusalem in order to get the independence of his 
gospel confirmed ? 

1º Cf. Schmithals, Apostelamt, pp. 23€E 
33-34 
But in that case there would have been need for a 
definite motive of which Paul gives us no hint. 
Besides, no one is likely to want the independence 
of his gospel to be confirmed. No doubt Paul 
thought it would be proper and desirable if a 
conversation with the Jerusalem group were to 
confirm the common nature of their service in the 
different ways in which it was performed: he cared 
a great deal for unity, particularly with the 'original 
church'. But the motive for his journey cannot have 
been a pious wish of this kind. Or had the 
fellowship been destroyed, and was it not repaired 
again until his visit to Jerusalem ? Paul does not 
suggest anything of this kind. Must we therefore be 
satisfied with the information that it was because 
of a revelation that he travelled with Barnabas and 
Titus to Jerusalem ? 

2. Now, as we saw, it was already suggested in 
Gal. 2.2 that the motive for Paul's journey was to 
be sought not in concern for his own work, but in 
the problems of the Jerusalem church, and 
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naturally in those problems connected with Paul's 
Gentile mission. This conjecture is corroborated 
when we consider the information given by Paul 
which is best suited to tell us about the purpose of 
the meeting, namely the agreements reached in 
Jerusalem. These were the real results and also no 
doubt the object which the conversations had in 
view. 

The less important agreement, at any rate 
according to Paul's account, stated that Paul's 
churches should realize that they were pledged to 
remember the financial distress amongst the 
Jewish Christians of Judea. º*! Whatever legitimate 
demands of the Jerusalem church may be 
conjectured to lie behind this arrangement, it is in 
any case an unmistakable sign that the Jewish 
Christians and Gentile Christians wanted to hold on 
to the unity of the Church. They felt dependent on 
each other, bound to each other. But this means at 
the same time that in the eyes of the Jewish 
authorities in Jerusalem the Christian church there 
shared the responsibility for what happened in 
Paul's Christian churches. 

Now, we noticed already when examining the 
story about Stephen that Jewish self-confidence 
was affected only slightly by the Christian mission 
to the Gentiles which disregarded the Law. !2 It was 
of no significance for Israel's national existence if 
Gentiles 34-35 who disregarded the Law became 
Christians who did the same. !º But the religious 
existence of the Jews was to a large extent 
identical with their national one, and even a purely 
theological judgement on the Gentile mission which 
rejected the Law could not stir the religious 
consciousness of Jews unless the Jews identified 
the Kingdom of Jesus with the Kingdom of God 


31 See pp. 
79H. “2 See 
pp. 24f. 
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which they were awaiting. But this happened less 
and less in course of time, if at all. 

The position was different regarding the mission 
to the Jews which rejected the Law. Every attempt 
to detach a Jew on grounds of principle from the 
Law was bound to arouse the unanimous resistance 
of Jewry, for the abolition of the Law meant the 
national and religious self-surrender of Judaism. A 
Jewry which did not observe the Law would 
necessarily become merged with the other nations. 
Whoever questioned the validity of the Law for that 
very reason  abandoned the  eschatological 
expectation of Israel. An attack on the Law ofthe 
Jews was an attack on Judaism as a whole. Judaism 
could tolerate a lax conception of the Law. It was 
forced to accept the apostasy of individuals; but it 
had to defend itself with every possible means 
against an antinomian propaganda. 

E. Haupt * saw very correctly the consequences 
which this fact necessarily had for the original 
Jerusalem church: 'To abandon the forms of 
Judaism was equivalent to giving up peace in the 
primitive Church, equivalent to relinquishing any 
considerable success in their mission, equivalent to 
a war to the knife which official Judaism would 
have declared against it.' 

This is what the Hellenists in Jerusalem had to 
experience. This is what James and his circle, as 
well as Paul! and his fellow workers, understood. 
If a Christian mission preached freedom from the 
Law to the Jews, then the community in Palestine 
was obliged for the sake of its existence to make a 
break with this Christianity and establish itself as 
an independent church. Evidence of such a breach 
in the community is supplied by the story of 
Stephen; it preserved the 'Hebrews' from the fate 


32 Zum verstândnis des Apostolat$ im Newn 
Testament, p. 91. Cf. Gal. 5.11 , 6.12. 
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of the 'Hellenists'. If, therefore, the Church wished 
to regain and preserve its unity, it had to give up 
preaching freedom from the Law to the Jews: 
otherwise it would have prepared for the com- 


yet see p. 25 n. 39. 
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munities in Judea the fate of Stephen's group. One 
arrangement made at the 'Apostolic Council 
testifies to the desire for the Church's unity. So it is 
only consistent if the other and the real decision 
consisted of Paul's renunciation of the mission to 
the Jews which dissociated itself from the Law : 
C“IdKWPos Kn+ãs KCEi Icodvvgs, ot ÓOKOÚVTES 
CTUÚÃOL etvac, ô€'làs &ÔWKCEV epo; KCEi 
BapvaPê Kowwvtas, iligis as Tã dDvq, aôdTOi de as 
T'óv 7ref)LLTOPOv' (Gal. 2.9). The working of this 
arrangement is unequivocal: Paul concerns himself 
with the Gentile mission free from the control of 
the Law, the mission to the Jews is the task of the 
Jewish Christians of Jerusalem, * who according to 
v. 8 had for some time entrusted the leadership of 
their mission to Peter. 

This division can only be  understood 
ethnographically. ** Tã mis employed by Paul 
without exception in this sense and denotes the 
Gentiles, or Gentile Christians as contrasted with 
Jews, occasionally also the Gentiles as contrasted 
with the Christians (e.g. in I Cor. 5.1); a Jew is 


33 This is the simple meaning in which Cullmann also 
understands the arrangement: “The missionaries from 
Jerusalem were to go to the circumcised, while Paul and his 


fellow workers went to the Gentiles . . . In opposition to the 
later divisions . . . in spite of the complete and mutually 
recognized independence, they nevertheless expressed the 
common bond in that joint task of the collection" (Peter, 
p. 46). 

34 Thus amongst others by R. A. Lipsius, Galater, p. 26; A. 
Schweitzer, The mysticism ofPagl the Apostle, p. 203 ; Cullmann, pp. 
44f. 
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never included among Tà éDvg. * In Gal. 2.9 Tá is, 
of course, an alternative term to i dCEcpoPvOTICE, 
also to be understood ethnographically (Gal. 2.7", 
cf. Rom. 3-30', 4.9). Correspondingly i unless the 
act of circumcision and the condition of being 
circumcised is meant, always has in Paul's writings 
the ethnographical sense of the Jews (Rom. 3-30', 
4.9,12', 15.8; Gal. 2.12) and once the meaning of 
the Christians as the true people of God (Phil. 3-3). 
Thus the word 7erepeated three times in Gal. 2.7— 
9 is to be understood as meaning 'the Jews”. 

Since this is clearly established, it is hard to 
understand the attempt to explain the distinction 
between Tá and Ji  reropmotherwise than 
ethnographically. According to Schlier, *º the terms 
indicate the areas in which at any time the gospel 
is to be 
36-37 


preached. Unfortunately he does not go on to state 
on what geographical division this distinction is to 
be based. T. Zahn ? appears to be thinking of 
Palestine on the one hand, of the rest of the world 
on the other. *?! But Paul's usage of Tã cevqg—i 
7rEpLTOCELO is too definite to allow of the 
possibility that he was making a geographical 
division, which is also exluded by other 
considerations.22 

E. Haenchen ? rejects both interpretations and 
regards the formula merely as a Pauline 
formulation of the real result of the conference, 
which actually consisted in the one-sided 
permission for the Gentile mission free from the 
control of the Law, granted to Paul by the 


35 This statement takes no account of citations from the Old 
Testament and the Deutero-Paulines. 
36 Galater, p. 46; cf. F. Sieffert, Galater, p. 120", T. Zahn, 


Galater, p. 107; E. Haupt, Apostolat, p. 67 ; W. Foerster, 
'Stephanus/', p. 24; R. Liechtenhan in Jgdaica 2, PP. 57º. 


The 'Apostolic Council 

Jerusalem group. According to E. Haenchen, Paul 
clothes the concession in the form of a mutual 
agreement, in order to stand with Barnabas beside 
the 'pillars' as an equal in rank. This interpretation 
rests on the hypothesis we have already rejected, 
namely, that Paul travelled to Jerusalem to clear up 
difficulties caused to his Gentile mission by envoys 
from Jerusalem. Besides, it involves not a change in 
the shade of meaning, but a material alteration in 
what Paul, in fact, says. 

3. The agreement made at Jerusalem consisted 
therefore in dividing the missionary task, so that 
Paul relinquished the mission to the Jews, Peter 
that to the Gentiles. ** 

(a) The basis of this arrangement is the 
difference in missionary methods. Paul gave up the 


Law: the Jerusalem group abode by 
2º Galater, pp. 106f. 
316 


. - the mission field was divided in a strictly geographical 
sense: Palestine on one side, on the other side the world 
outside the Holy Land' (A. Fridrichsen, The Apostle and his 
Message, p. 12). 

22 Cf. Haenchen, pp. 413/408. H. J. Holtzmann, Die 
Apostelgescbichte, p. 103 (cf. also Sieffert, p. 120, and the 
earlier scholars named there), thinks that Paul understood the 
arrangement to be geographical, the Jerusalem group 
ethnographical. But it is inconceivable that it could have been 
so vague and therefore useless from the outset. According to 
Munck (p. 119) the agreement was meant to be at the same 
time geographical and ethnographical; that is something 1 
simply cannot imagine. 

2 Pp. 414/409. 

2' E. Meyer writes in Ursprung, pp. 416f.: 'Barnabas and 
Paul were recognized as missionaries to the Gentile world. On 
the other hand Peter reserved the continued propagation of 
the gospel amongst the Jews for himself and his friends, no 
doubt without intending at the same time to give up the right 
to convert Gentiles himself. Similarly Barnabas and Paul also 
conversely approached Jewish congregations.' Hence in 
Meyer's opinion an official arrangement was made in 
Jerusalem which neither of the two parties was willing to 
respect from the start. He thinks that this is just what the 
later history' teaches (pp. 416f. n. 4). We can see what 
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happens when the texts are read through spectacles which 
present a presupposed picture of history made coherent 
dogmatically instead of the picture being formed in accordance 
with the text. 
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it. Some commentators consider that this 
difference is expressed in v. 7. But Tô €dayyéAcov 
Tis dKPOPVCETtaS or Tis 7TQLTO1.Lús surely does 
not mean two gospels differing in content, * but 
that the one gospel of 2.5 is preached on the one 
hand to the Gentiles and on the other to the Jews 
as separate missionary tasks, which is also the 
meaning of 2.8f. 2 There can, of course, be no 
doubt in view of 2. Iff. that the Jerusalem group, in 
contrast to Paul, clung to the Law. Now, Paul had 
just asserted (1.6—9) and emphasized with an oath 
that there is only one gospel and no other. Thus it 
is also one gospel which Paul preached subject to 
the exclusion of the Law, Peter subject to its 
inclusion. But there can be no possible doubt that 
to consider the Law as a means of salvation is 
irreconcilable with the one doctrine which both 
Paul and Peter proclaim. The letter to the Galatians 
in particular is the classic document of this gospel 
which is free from the Law. If the author of the 
letter to the Galatians is not to be considered a 
consummate hypocrite, the Jewish mission which 
Paul leaves to the Jerusalem group cannot have 
included the Law in the sense of its being preached 
by Peter as the ground of salvation. And 
contrariwise the Jewish Christians of Jerusalem 
could not recognize Pauls gospel which 
disregarded the Law if for them the Law had been 
necessary to salvation. Now, this implies that the 
different attitude of Paul and James to the Law 
cannot, at any rate primarily, have had theological 
reasons. There must have existed a consensus of 
opinion that the gospel requires the faith that 'we 
shall be saved through the grace of the Lord 
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Jesus'27 and not through the Law. Besides, this 
merely agrees with what we saw above (pp. 36f). If 
the Jewish Christians nevertheless clung to the 
Law, they must have done so for entirely practical 
reasons. We have already pictured these reasons to 
ourselves above : the possibility of living as a 
Jewish Christian church in Judea depended on 
recognizing at least formally the authority of the 
Jewish Law. 

(b) This would also provide the explanation for 
the necessity of the division of the missionary 
work. Hence this division was not 


2º Thus, for example, A. Fridrichsen, pp. 8ff. 

25 See the commentaries on Galatians: Schlier, p. 44', 
Lipsius, p. 26; Sieffert, p. 116; Zahn, p. 100. 

a Acts 15.11. There is, of course, no need to assume that 
the Pauline interpretation was given to this sentence by the 
church in Jerusalem any more than it was by the author ofthe 
Acts. 
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in any way based, as Meyer thought, on the 'nature 
of things' because 'Peter and his companions ... 
could not speak Greek at all, or at the most with 
difficulty! ; 22 it was actually quite contrary to the 
nature of things' that Paul gave up the mission 
amongst the Greek-speaking Jews. The necessity 
for this division arises rather out of the following 
considerations: If Paul had preached to the Jews in 
his world-wide mission area a gospel free from the 
control of the Law, and had incorporated them into 
his churches which disregarded the Law in their 
daily life, he would have made the position of the 
Christian churches in Judea untenable—assuming 
the unity of Christendom. * Now the Jerusalem 
Christians could point out that no Jews had been 
taken by the Christian mission out of the Law's 
jurisdiction. In Gal. 5.11 and 6.12 Paul provides 
explicit evidence that the Christian who continues 
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to preach circumcision knows from experience that 
he is secure from persecution. 

In theory the way of solving the dilemma might 
have been that every preacher should become in 
effect a Jew for the Jews and a Greek for the 
Greeks; that is to say, had preached the one gospel 
in such a way that none of the baptized was obliged 
to leave the familiar Jewish or Gentile society of his 
birth. But that would have been scarcely feasible in 
practice. 

(c) In actual fact the division was arranged so 
that Paul for his part relinquished an organized 
mission to the Jews. Thus in the agreement at 
Jerusalem he certainly made the greater sacrifice. 
But he could not help making it in view of the 
importance to him of the original church in 
Jerusalem and no less of the unity of Christendom. 
The obvious prerequisite for what he gave up must 
have been the knowledge that Peter, too, preached 
no different gospel from his own. But Paul did not 
insist upon any theological considerations in the 
face of a non-theological understanding about the 
Law. On the contrary: 'Was anyone at the time of 
his 

“8 E. Meyer, p. 417. 

» It should be recalled in this connexion that the Jews in 
the Diaspora were organized to some extent, especially for 
the payment of the Temple tax on which Jerusalem depended 
(H. Lietzmann, The Beginnings of the Christian Church, p. 
77). For this financial reason alone the authorities in 
Jerusalem could not permit the Diaspora Jews to be alienated 
from the Law. Matt. 17.24-27 is sufficient evidence for the 
fact that the Jewish Christians paid the annual double- 
drachma to the Temple and did so, as it is expressly stated, 
for tactical reasons I Cf. R. Hummel, Kircbe und Jgdentgm, 


pp. 103ff.; G. Strecker, Gerecbtigkeit, pp. 200f. See also p. 
109 n. 18. 


39-—40 call already circumcised ? Let him not seek 
to remove the marks of circumcision. Was anyone 
at the time of his call uncircumcised ? Let him not 
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seek circumcision. For neither circumcision counts 
for anything nor uncircumcision, but keeping the 
commandments of God. Every one should remain in 
the state in which he was called.' (I Cor. 7-18-20).?º 
At any rate, Paul was convinced that the Jerusalem 
church regarded the Law to which they remained 
obedient as a KAúCELS in this sense. Thus the 
conclusion to which we had come is again 
confirmed, namely that the majority of Jewish 
Christians in Jerusalem cannot have been Judaizers 
strictly observing the Law. *º 

On the other hand, the Jerusalem church 
renounced the mission amongst the Gentiles. This 
was an important concession, although there was 
hardly any dispute about it. It contained an explicit 
assent to Paul's gospel which rejected the Law; for 
the 
Jerusalem church relinquished all missionary work 
demanding 


31 


o This was also later the opinion of Justin (Dial. 47). 

60 Cf. G. Kittel, 'Die Stellung des Jakobus zu Judentum und 
Heidenchristentum', ZNW 30, 1931, pp. 145ff. A different view 
is taken by, for example, Meyer, who thinks that equality of 
rights of Jewish and Gentile Christians must have 'appeared to 
these simple people who had grown up in the strictest 
observance of the Law as an enormity, as a crime against God 
and his Law, which could not be expiated' (p. 415). 
Unfortunately Meyer does not tell us where he obtained such 
precise information about the strtctly law-abiding origin of the 
Christians in the primitive Church. 

siGal. 2.7f. mentions Paul on the one hand, Peter on the 
other, whilst in Gal. 2.9 James, Peter, John are named on the 
one hand, and on the other Paul and Barnabas. This is 
explained by G. Klein in 'Gal. 2.6—9', pp. 282ff., by the fact 
that 2.7f. reflects the circumstances at the time of the 
'Council', the rest of the verses those when the letter to the 
Galatians was written. But this is not suggested anywhere and 
is imposSible fora variety of reasons given elsewhere (see pp. 
83 f. n. 13). We onlyneed to observe here that in v. 9, which 
according to Klein reflects the circumstances whilst this letter 
was being written, Paul and Barnabas are named, although 
their partnership had then long ceased to exist, whilst in vv. 7f. 
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only Paul appears, although Barnabas had travelled with Paul 
to Jerusalem. In fact, the whole section 2.1—10 makes it clear 
that the negotiations are conducted between James, Peter and 
John on the one hand, and Paul and Barnabas on the other. It 
was between these delegations that the agreement, too, was 
concluded; it was, in fact, an agreement of the Jewish 
Christians represented by Jerusalem with the Gentile 
Christians represented by Antioch. Therefore iptis as Tá 
E9vY7, adTOZ 6€ as *riv aref)LTOPív means: the erusalemites 
to the Jewish Christians, the Antiochenes to the Gentile 
Christians; or, of course, it was not a question of a personal 
agreement between individual missionaries. The two 
delegations represented the complete and much more 
comprehensive activities of the two church 

groups. 

In that case Gal. 2.7f. simply demonstrates the fact that 
Paul on the one hand and Peter on the other were already the 
prominent missionaries of their day. This has been called in 
question, wrongly in my opinion, with regard to Peter's 
missionary work by Haenchen ('Petrus-Probleme', NTS 7, 1960 
—1, pp. 192%). Ifin Gal. 2.7f. it was intended to cite an official 
record (see below), then for this reason alone the fact cannot 
be doubted. 


PJ.-D 
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observance of the Law amongst those who had not 
stood under the Law before their conversion. This 
concession presented no problem to the Jerusalem 
church. For they did not consider the Law as 
necessary for salvation, not even for Jews (see 
below). By Keeping their mission within the 
framework of the Law (cf. Matt. 10.5f.) they were, 
moreover, preserved from any lapse into a freedom 
regarding the Law which could have been 
dangerous for them in Palestine. 

We must not assume that the arrangements 
which were discussed created essentially fresh 
situations. They confirmed and clarified that which 
had long proved itself to be more or less 
practicable. The affair of Stephen must have 
conveyed a valuable lesson to  primitive 
Christianity. It must also be recalled that Paul 
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regarded the path of his mission to the Gentiles as 
having been marked out from the time of his 
conversion (Gal. 1.16), and that the church in 
Judea, from the very beginning of his missionary 
work, glorified God in one who preached a gospel 
which rejected the Law (Gal. 1.23f.). Can it be 
assumed that during Paul's first visit to Jerusalem 
(Gal. 1.18f.) the question of the relationship of the 
Pauline mission to the Jews and the Jewish 
Christians had remained unanswered or had 
actually not been discussed Impossible! Thus the 
statement 'Each of the two sides should carry on 
his work in accordance with the principles 
observed hitherto' is no doubt true for the 
agreement made at Jerusalem. * 

For Peter, too, had certainly taken part in the 
'Apostolic Council! as one who was already a kind 
of leader of the Jewish-Christian 

2º So Haenchen (pp. 187f. of the article just cited), since 
otherwise 'the serious conflict' which led fourteen years later 
to the 'Apostolic Council! would be inconceivable. But we saw 
that it was by no means 'a serious conflict' which brought Paul 
to Jerusalem for a second time. 

88H. J. Holtzmann, Die Abostelgeschichte, p. 102. A different 

opinion is held by 
O. Cullmann, Peter, pp. 44% According to him it was decided 
at the 'Apostolic Council! to make a division in missionary work 
which had not existed before. He thinks that the churches had 
been mixed until that meeting. So it was tragic 'that the 
Jerusalem agreement did not take into account the 
unavoidable mixed composition of the churches' (p. 47). Hence 
there could not fail to arise constant interference by the Jewish 
Christian missionary organizations in the churches with 
Pauline leanings, since Jewish-Christian 'elements' had long 
existed in them (p. 47). Paul, on the other hand, had very 
properly refrained from such encroachments. 

These considerations take for granted what is found, in fact, 
to be more and more impossible to establish, namely the 
existence of altercations between Paul and the Jerusalem 
church in his mission area. Moreover, it is to make dolts of the 
leaders of primitive Christianity if they are thought to be 
capable of concluding an agreement without ever taking its 
impracticability into account, because they had quite forgotten 
the mixed composition of their churches 1 
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40-—41 mission. In Gal. 2.7 Paul draws a parallel 
between himself with his missionary work amongst 
the Gentiles and Peter with his Jewish mission. In 
that case, Peter cannot have been up till then a 
leader in the Jerusalem church; he must, unlike 
James, have been occupied with a missionary task 
comparable with that of Paul (see 
p. 49 end of n. 31). This agrees with the fact that 
Paul when looking back on his first visit to 
Jerusalem already gives him the title of apostle 
(Gal. 1.18f.), and for Paul the prerequisite of this 
for its bearer is a specific missionary activity. This 
also provides a natural explanation why James is 
placed before Cephas when describing the 
conclusion of the agreement in Gal. 2.9f. ; for at 
the time of the Council James occupied the leading 
position in the Jerusalem church, and this made 
him also the person who took decisions on 
questions of organization for the whole of Jewish 
Christianity. We can only imagine this precedence 
being given to James without difficulty and without 
implying any derogation of Peter if the latter was 
normally absent from Jerusalem. There is evidence 
for his absence in I Cor. 9-5 , where Peter is 
mentioned specially alongside the apostles as one 
of those who are accompanied by their wives on 
their missionary journeys. The Ebionites, who lived 

in Palestine at a later date, followed James, not 
Peter (see also p. 104 n. 3), an indication that 
Peter's work and influence were not principally in 
Palestine, but in the Diaspora, as the first letter of 
Peter shows. The information given by Papias *% 
that Peter was accompanied by an interpreter 
might rest on an historical tradition to the extent 
that it assumes Peter's work to have been among 
the Diaspora. That Peter died at Rome is at least 
very probable. *%» It is suggested by Cullmann*%€ 
that all the assertions made about Peter's 
missionary activities turn him into a missionary in 
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the closest dependence on Jerusalem, but this is 
refuted by the criticism of H. Grass. *%“º This must 
surely be a misunderstanding of what has been 
asserted. For a member of the primitive Christian 
churches would scarcely have rated the collegiate 
office of the leadership of the Jerusalem church to 
be higher than the missionary office of the apostle. 
Hence at the 'Apostolic Council" the existing 
circumstances may, in fact, have been settled as 
permanently binding. 


ssin Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. 111, 39.15. 

sb Cf. Cullmann, Peter, pp. 77ff., and the literature there 
cited. 

3 Peter, pp. 44f. 
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But why in that case was a formal agreement 
required ? Here the actual time of the 'Apostolic 
Council! is significant. It indicates that Paul was 
passing from his somewhat local mission in the 
coastal lands of the eastern Mediterranean into the 
world-wide mission which took him to the West. 
Further, Paul is leaving the area in which others 
have already been missionaries before and beside 
him and is beginning an independent mission 
(Rom. 1 5 .19ff.). At this moment" there were good 
reasons for clarifying the principles underlying the 
points of view of both sides. This is where the real 
reason for the 'Council' is to be sought. Our 
analysis has shown clearly that its conclusions 
were mainly in the interests of Jerusalem. The 
urgency of an official agreement would be 
underlined if the persecution of the church in 
Jerusalem by the Jews, of which Acts 12 tells, might 
have taken place at about the time of the 'Apostolic 
Council". It is a well-grounded conjecture that Paul 
in Gal. 2.77 is quoting from an official record of 
the outcome of the discussions drawn up in 
Jerusalem. * But in that case this record can hardly 


37 “ostergeschehen, p. 97, n.3. 
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have been intended to be used within the church, 
but to serve as documentary evidence for the 
Jewish authorities, who were possibly represented 
by observers at the conference (see pp. 107f.). In 
any case the agreements protected the Jerusalem 
church from persecution by the Jewish authorities 
so far as this could be done whilst the Gentile 
mission continued; of course, these agreements 
also created clear conditions for the churches 
about to be formed in the Diaspora. 

A further consideration must be added. We have 
already said that the 'Apostolic Council" indicated 
the beginning of Paul's independent missionary 
work. This work was carried on at first with 
Barnabas as an intimate fellow worker. Acts gives 
an account of it in chs. 13f. in the form of a 
description of the so-called first missionary 
journey. After the unfortunate incident at Antioch, 
Silvanus, and later Timothy, replaced Barnabas ; 
now their mission 

84 It takes place resumably before the events described by 
Luke as the first missionary journey (Rets 13f.) (see Haenchen, 
pp. 386/380). Another view is held by Kiimmel in TR 17, 1948, 
pp. 30ff. (see his references); but the Council followed 
Go upon Paul's work in Syria and Cilicia (cf. Gal. 1.21 

ssCf., e.g., Cullmann, Peter, p. 20, and in TWNT VI p. 100, 
n. 6; E. Dinkier in VF, 1953—5, pp. 182f.; Klein, 'Gal. 2.6—9', 


pp. 283f. Dinkler proposes as a possible reconstruction of the 


passage from the source quoted by Paul * llaôÃos À 
mioreveiTo €óan.éAcov Tis dKPOPVCTtas  Tl&pos TEPLTOPÚÓS, ô yáp 


btpy?acas 

1&pcy droceroÃiv qrePCTOCE.LÚs bipyqa€v Kai llaóÃg* as erdedm +... 
42-43 takes them into western Asia Minor and 
Greece. In all these areas there was not yet an 
organized Christian mission. It is Paul who founds 
the first churches. They are Gentile-Christian 
churches, the early members of which are 
presumably mainly drawn from among the (see 
below). 
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In the cities in which Paul preached to the 
Gentiles there were also Jewish minorities of 
varying size. Paul was prevented by his 
consideration for his brethren in Christ at 
Jerusalem from preaching to these Jews, too, his 
gospel which disclaimed the Law and incorporating 
them into his churches which lived in freedom from 
the Law. On the other hand, he was not indifferent 
to the fate of his 'brothers according to the flesh'. 
Far from it; Rom. 9—11 bears eloquent witness to 
his deeply rooted, heartfelt zeal for his nation : 1 
am speaking the truth in Christ, I am not lying; my 
conscience bears me witness in the Holy Spirit, 
that I have great sorrow and unceasing anguish in 
my heart. For I could wish that I myself were 
accursed and cut off from Christ for the sake of my 
brethren, my kinsmen by race. They are Israelites, 
and to them belong the sonship, the glory, the 
covenants, the giving of the law, the worship and 
the promises; to them belong the patriarchs, and of 
their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ ...' 
(Rom. 9. 1-—5). 

The attitude of the apostle towards his nation 
and the God of his fathers, which prompts these 
words, makes it seem inconceivable that Paul could 
have preached to the Gentiles and established 
churches from amongst them without inquiring 
about the Jews who lived in the same place or area. 
A mission to the Gentiles without another at the 
same time to the Jews could hardly be imagined by 
Paul. He must therefore have received an 
assurance from the outset that a Jewish mission 
would be organized and carried on parallel with his 
Gentile mission. 

Although he could not preach to the Jews his 
gospel free from the Law, yet he saw in his 
preaching to the Gentiles a real piece of service for 
his 'kinsmen by race': 'Inasmuch as I am an apostle 
to the Gentiles, I magnify my ministry in order to 
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make my fellow Jews jealous, and thus save some 
of them' (Rom. 11.13f.). But such an expectation 
presupposes that the gospel is being preached to 
the Jews as well and that they are being gathered 
into churches of their own observance. 
This means that before Paul began his independent 

missionary 43-44 


work in regions where no one had preached 
hitherto he had to satisfy himself that a Jewish- 
Christian mission would take its place beside the 
Gentile-Christian mission. It is just this which 
happened at the 'Apostolic Council. We have 
already established the fact that the agreements 
reached there did not create any essentially fresh 
conditions. Consequently the agreement may have 
been fixed explicitly and possibly recorded in an 
official document or even as a compact in view of 
the new mission area which was now proposed. 
Arrangements are made for the new area which is 
about to be opened up, 'tthat we should go to the 
Gentiles and they to the circumcised' (Gal. 2.9b). 
Thus the agreement laid upon the Jewish 
Christians of Jerusalem the obligation to carry the 
gospel to the Jews in those places in which Paul 
preached to the Gentiles ; and for Paul this aspect 
of the agreement may have had a significance 
which was not to be underrated. The reason why 
Paul, at a later date before his journey to Spain, 
once more takes the dangerous road to Jerusalem 
may be in large part his desire to discuss and make 
sure that the Jerusalem agreement would be 
carried out in the western Mediterranean as well. 
It was not by chance that Peter and Paul were in 
Rome together! 

All that has been said by no means prevents us 
from recognizing that the arrangement made in 
Jerusalem was in the interests of the Jewish 
Christians. Paul wanted to secure by an 
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arrangement with Jerusalem a guarantee for a 
mission which he had at heart amongst the Jews in 
his mission area, and his reason for doing so was 
just this, that in the interests of the Jerusalem 
Christians he had to refrain from having a mission 
of his own amongst the Jews. 

4. Now, there are weighty objections to this 
description of what happened. It is just these 
objections which the commentators think they 
must urge against an ethnographical 
understanding of the agreement reported by Paul, 
in spite of the wording which clearly points to it. E. 
Haenchen deals with this understanding by an 
implied glance at the account of Paul's missionary 
activity in Acts, and with the remark that an 
agreement of this kind would have forbidden Paul 
to make any contact with the synagogues. *º This 
objection will have to be expanded into the basic 
question: Did Paul really relinquish the mission to 
the Jews ? 

When Paul was writing Gal. 2 the Jerusalem 


agreement must 
& Pp. 414/409. 
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44-45 still have been in force. Since the letter to 
the Galatians was probably written during Paul's 
so-called third  missionary journey, that 
arrangement must have been binding on the 
apostle at least during his most important 
missionary period. Did Paul not preach to the Jews 
during this time ? 

It must be noticed that the problem cannot be 
solved by pointing to the greater or smaller 
number of Jews by birth in Paul's Churches. Paul 
neither desired, nor was able nor needed to raise 
objections if Jews joined one of his churches and 
thereby gave up observing the Law—as he had 
done. According to careful estimates, more than 
five million Jews lived in the Roman Empire. Not all 
of them were devout Jews. To observe the Law in 
the midst of a pagan environment involved social 
restrictions. Not all accepted these and the 
synagogue had no power to retain its disloyal 
members. It is unlikely that many apostates from 
Judaism became 'believing' Gentiles. The man who 
left the congregation of the synagogue lived in 'no- 
man's-land' *” Naturally a lost sheep of this kind 
easily found his way into a Gentile-Christian 
church which combined the heritage of his fathers 
with freedom from the Law. These men had long 
since been lost to the synagogue. Paul was not 
responsible for their giving up the Law. No less a 
person than Timothy, the uncircumcised offspring 
of a Jewish-Gentile mixed marriage, is an example 
of this group (Acts 16.1). When individual members 
ofthe synagogue voluntarily joined the church it 
was unjust to accuse Paul of carrying on 
propaganda to persuade Jews to abandon the Law 
(Acts 18.8; the conversion of Crispus evidently 
remained fixed as a special case in the memory of 
the church; cf. I Cor. 1.14). 
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It certainly seems as though hardly any Jews 
belonged to Paul's churches. It is agreed today that 
the letters to Corinth, Galatia, Philippi and 
Thessalonica are addressed to Gentile-Christian 
churches. I Thess. 1.9 (cf. I Cor. 12.2 ; Gal. 4.8) 
applies to the churches of the third missionary 
journey as a whole how you turned to God from 
idols, to serve a living and true God'. Paul calls the 
churches definitely 'churches of the Gentiles' (Rom. 
16.4);he even addresses the members of the 
church directly as 
32Cf. W. Foerster, 11, pp. 254f. 

8º This name presupposes the other one, namely 'churches 
of the Jews'. Clearly these are the technical names for the 
churches which were to be organized separately in accordance 


with the agreement at the 'Apostolic Council". 
45—46º 


you Gentiles' (Rom. 11.13). Only exceptionally and 
individually can Jews have been represented 
amongst them. *º 

Furthermore, Paul always designates himself 
with emphasis as the apostle to the Gentiles “ 
(Rom. 11.13 ; 15.16, 18; Gal. 2.2 ; 1 Thess. 2.16). 
That is the name by which he lives on in the 
conciousness of Christendom: Eph, 3.1, 8; 1 Tim. 
2.7. Already at his conversion God appointed him 
to be a missionary to the Gentiles : Gal. 1.16. “ The 
passages cited allow of no doubt that Paul is not 


38 For additional material on this from Paul's letters see Munck, 
Paul, pp. 200ff. 


soCf. Munck, p. 41 : W. Grundmann, 'Paulus, aus dem Volke 
Israel, Apostel der Vôlket', Novum. Testamentum, 4, 1960, pp. 
267. 

39 This is an undoubtedly correct statement. For Paul had 
persecuted the (Eristians because they denied the Jewish 
community's exclusive claim to salvation, which was based on the 
Law. His conversion was a conversion to the Christian gospel's 
message of universal salvation. Paul can scarcely have 
emphasized that he is an apostle to the Gentiles only after the 
agreement of Jerusalem: on the contrary, what he emphasizes is 
the accepted basis of this agreement (cf. Gal. 2.7f.). 
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carrying on, alongside a mission to the Jews, a 
mission to the Gentiles as well, *º but that he was a 
missionary to the Gentiles, unlike the others who 
were missionaries to the Jews. It is just this that we 
are told in Gal. 2.9, too. 

In Rom. 911 Paul speaks at length about the 
expected conversion of the Jews. He could wish 
himself to be accursed if only his 'brothers 
according to the flesh' might find their way to 
Christ (9. Iff.). That Israel may be saved is his 
heart's desire and earnest prayer (10.1). For this 
purpose preaching is necessary (10.127). But in 
what does Paul's contribution for saving the Jews 
consist ? It is in the mission to the Gentiles ! In the 
face of Israel's blindness Paul explicitly extols his 
apostolate to the Gentiles because their salvation 
might perhaps make Israel jealous and willing to 
imitate them (11.117E). 

All tlfs is so clear that it is hard to imagine how 
modern theologians can assume as a matter of 
course that Paul naturally preached to the Jews as 
well as to the Gentiles. Haupt does indeed take 
pains to prove 'that Paul did not renounce activity 
amongst the Jews'. *! He rests his proof on I Cor. 
9.20 alone: "To the Jews 
I became as a Jew, in order to win Jews; to those 
under the law 46-47 


I became as one under the law—though not being 
myself under the law—that I might win those under 


40 There are no grounds for E. Haupt's opinion (in 
Apostolat, p. 66) that the passages cited only state that in fact 
Paul's vocation became limited mote and mote to the Gentile 
world and that he looked upon that as his special sphere. The 
same is true of W. Michaelis's assertion that Paul, too, preached 
circumcision at first (Judaistische Heidenchristen', ZNW 30, 
1931, p. 88). 


41 Apostolat, p. 65; cf. E. Preuschen, Die Apostelgescbicbte, p. 86; 


especially 
R. Liechtenhan in Judaica 2, pp. 56% 
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the law.' But this passage cannot bear the burden 
of proof placed upon it. If it were to serve the 
purpose required by Haupt, it would assume that 
Paul had preached the gospel without the Law to 
the Gentiles and with the Law to the Jews, as 
occasion demanded. But that would have been an 
impossible mode of propaganda, especially as in 
practice it would have had to result in a separate 
organization for each church. Instead we must 
follow Lietzmann'* in placing I Cor. 9.20 beside 
passages such as Acts 16.3 ; 18.18; 21.20-26 as 
regards their subject-matter, passages which need 
to be examined critically, a task which we are 
reserving for later (see pp. 85ff.). Yet there is no 
doubt that Paul could keep the requirements of the 
Law, if thereby he was enabled to clear an obstacle 
out of the path of the gospel, irrespective of the 
fact whether it was he or the Jerusalem church or 
others who faced these obstacles; this by no means 
proves that Paul preached amongst the Jews nor is 
it even said that he did. For Paul's preaching to the 
Jews H. Schlier refers also to Rom. 11.13f.; 1 
cannot follow this argument. “ 

Only the accounts in the Acts would remain; in 
these Paul is described as a frustrated missionary 
to the Jews, who preaches to the Gentiles only 
because the Jews reject him. “º Even at his call he 
was sent both to the Gentiles and to the Jews. “It 
is generally agreed that behind the stereotyped 
accounts in the Acts, which regard Paul as 
constantly making contact with the synagogues 
and being driven thence to the Gentiles, a Lucan 
bias is to be sought. *º 

In my opinion the real object of this bias has not 
yet been sufficiently explained. It is Haenchen who 
has concerned himself particularly with this whole 


42 "Acts 9.15; 22.15; 26.19ff. 
43 Cf. Dibelius, Acts, pp. 149f. 
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problem and has defined Luke's bias more 
precisely as being aPologetic. In the prolonged 
apologetic discussion which Luke holds in the Acts 
with the Roman Govern- 


“ Korinther, p. 43. 
“ Galater, p. 46, n. 2. 


* A, Fridnchsen's reference to Rom. 1.13f. (The Apostle 
and his Message, p. 12) is still more unsuccessful. Here 
Paul seems to be excluding the Jews in particular from 
those to whom he is 'under an obligation' as an apostle. 

“68 Acts 13-5, 14, 42ff.; 14.1ff.; 17.178, 10', 18.47, 19 (26); 
19.8f.; 22.17ff.; 
28.17—28. 
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ment, Luke's particular object, amongst others, is 
to declare Christianity to be a Jewish atpfacs and 
therefore a religio licita. ““This object is promoted 
by the numerous features of Luke's descriptions in 
which the intimate connexion of the Christian 
fellowship with the Jewish religion is set out. & 
Conzelmann* is right in refuting this. He regards 
Luke's presentation as confined to the church and 
as due to his interest in salvation history. That is 
right, but insufficient; for it must still be asked how 
he came to have this interest. The fact that the 
parousia was delayed did not in itself supply the 
reason for this particular interest, which amongst 
other things makes Paul a Pharisee. 

W. Eltester *! answers this question by explaining 
that in Luke's time Gentile Christianity began to 
feel doubtful whether it had the right to use the 


44 Haenchen, pp. 565/560; H. 3. Holtzmann, Die apostetgescbichte, p. 17 
; G. P. Wetter, ARW121, p. 414. 

45 See in Haenchen, pp. 186/182; 178/174', 283/276; 
482/476; 565/560; 571f./566; 575 /570ff. ;  624ff./619ff. 
663ff./654ff; cf. G. Klein, 'Besprechung', pp. 369f. 

46 In his review of Haenchen's commentary, TLZ 85, 1960, 

cols. 244f. 

51 'Lukas und Paulus', in Eranion, Festschrifttir H. Hommel, 1961, pp. 1 
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Old Testament, the book of the Jews, as a charter 
of its own faith. The Lucan scheme answers this 
question in the affirmative. This, too, is both 
correct * and insufficient, for we must now ask 
who caused the Church to have any doubts about 
an appeal to the Old Testament which at the outset 
had been taken for granted. Is there anyone before 
Marcion who did this ? 

Haenchen* does indeed reject  Eltester's 
interpretation, but now gives an explanation other 
than his former one of Luke's presentation of Paul 
as a devout Jew who upheld the Law. He thinks 
that Luke was wrestling with the problem how the 
Jews, who were in his day already 'written off' by 
the Church, could have thrown away the salvation 
promised to them. He replies that 'it was not the 
fault of early Christianity if the Jews rejected the 
salvation offered to them'; for the first Christians, 
including Paul, lived as devout Jews. But we must 
ask Haenchen whether in Luke's lifetime anyone 
had reproached the Christians who had long since 
“written off' the Jews for the Jews' loss of salvation, 
and had done so to such an extent that Luke was 
obliged to write an apology which grotesquely 
distorted the actual circumstances. Of course, no 
one 
47—48 


47 differ from Eltester in considering it completely 


impossible that it was Paul's companion, Luke, who in his own 
times drew such a completely distorted picture of his apostolic 
teacher in order to satisfy the requirements we have mentioned. 
58 13th ed., pp. Oof. 
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had done sol And the Jews' lack of faith cannot 
have distressed Luke as a real theological problem; 
for this problem is not solved by pointing to the 
Christians' innocence (a different view is expressed 
in Rom. 911). Finally, Luke by his solution would, 
at the worst, have created a greater problem than 
the one he had solved could have been; for then 
the question arises concerning the right of the 
church amongst the Gentiles to abandon its Jewish 
foundations in post-Pauline times. 

It is evident that Luke's particular purpose in 
presenting Christianity as the true Judaism has not 
yet been sufficiently explained. But of the purpose 
itself there can be no doubt. The Gentile mission 
presented Luke in that case with a special 
problem. According to Luke it was due on the one 
hand to God's explicit commission, although the 
church and the missionaries opposed it (Acts 10Ff.; 
15-7—-21 ; 22.17ff.). On the other hand, it is 
entirely the fault of the Jews that the Christians 
had to organize themselves apart from the 
synagogues (cf. Acts 13-42ff. and the other 
passages just cited). 'It is not the fault of the 
Christians and of Christianity that it became a 
religion distinct from Judaism and subject to 
persecution alongside it. '54 

Therefore the object of Luke's literary efforts 
provides ample grounds for his attempt to 
represent Paul as a frustrated missionary to the 
Jews. Admittedly 'it ought not to have been 
questioned that Paul in fact visited the existing 
synagogues in order to make contact with the 
c€8dgevoc.'55 "The fact that Paul is never allowed 
to turn to the Gentiles until he is rejected by the 
Jews produces a false theory out of his natural 
attempts to establish a relationship with the 
synagogue.' ºº These sentences reproduce the 
settled opinion prevailing today, whether it is 
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based on an historical core in Luke's presentation 
or with Haenchen on the general consideration 
that Paul, for reasons of practical convenience, 
“naturally' in each case started his mission in the 
synagogue. But neither the alleged historical core 
of Luke's tendentious account, nor general 
considerations about the most practical method of 
Paul's missionary work, can stand up against the 
unequivocal meaning of what Paul himself says. In 
spite of Acts Paul did not engage in a 


se Haenchen, pp. 482/478. 
aa Haenchen, pp. 450/445. 
% Haenchen, pp. 362/356. Cf. H. Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 214, n. 1. 
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mission to the Jews, however, inconvenient that 
may have been thought to be. 

It could scarcely be said in any case that it was 
convenient for Paul to make contact with the 
synagogues. The core of his message was that 
Christ is the goal of the Law. Nowhere would he 
expect to meet greater resistance to his preaching, 
nowhere must this resistance be more intense and 
violent than in the synagogue. If Paul had, in fact, 
started his preaching by making contact with the 
synagogue, this course of action would have 
implied the conscious intention of provoking the 
most severe opposition right at the beginning of his 
preaching, of endangering any success from the 
start and at least of making it appear that the 
mission to the Gentiles—as described by Luke— 
was the enforced result of Jewish opposition to the 
message about Christ. All this could not be what 
the apostle intended, nor could Paul be believed to 
be capable of concealing at first the real content of 
his message concerning Christ in order to let the 
cat out of the bag only after he had established the 
needful personal authority. Besides, such an 


48 Ursprung, p. 417. 
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attempt would scarcely have been successful; for if 
he was really travelling from synagogue to 
synagogue, he could hardly visit a fresh synagogue 
as a quite unknown person; his reputation 
preceded him. To sum up: it is almost impossible to 
imagine Paul beginning his preaching in the 
synagogues. 

A quite incomprehensible opinion is expressed by 
E. Meyer, *%“ namely that Barnabas and Paul in 
spite of the explicit prohibition of this practice by 
the Apostolic Council turned to the Jewish 
communities as well; for 'there was in fact no other 
way in which they could approach the Gentiles 
when they began operations in a fresh place.' 

In saying this we are not denying but asserting 
that Paul, when starting a mission, endeavoured to 
establish a connexion with 'God-fearers' in each 
place. * These people are not members of the 
Jewish community and subject to the Law, but 
uncircumcised Gentiles, who were not reckoned by 
the Jews as belonging to them, but on the contrary 
were later definitely cast out. *º In Acts 16.11—15 
some information, possibly from a travel diary 49— 
50 based on an eyewitness report, is reproduced. It 
describes Paul on his arrival in Philippi as being on 
the look-out for suchosBópevo: 

In contrast to the typically Lucan account there is 
no mention either of Jews or of a synagogue. In 
Corinth, too, Paul preached with success in the 
house of a 'God-fearer' named Titius Justus; 
Crispus, the ruler of the synagogue, was baptized 
there (Acts 18.7f.). These statements give the 
impression of being reliable and perhaps come 
from a source which told how Paul first followed 


49 Cf. the good examination of our problem in Holtzmann, 
pp. 13ff. 

50 W. Foerster, Zeitgescbicbte 11, p. 233f.; K. G. Kuhn in 
TWNTVL pp. 743f. 
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his trade at the house of Aquila and Priscilla (18.1 
—3), but on the arrival of Silas and Timothy began 
to undertake mission-work energetically (18.5a) 
and did so, in fact, in the house of Titius Justus 
(18.7f.). The intervening notes about Paul's 
preaching in the synagogue do not at any point 
make the impression that they had been found 
ready to hand by Luke; on the contrary they reveal 
all through a typically Lucan stamp and may go 
back completely to Luke himself. *º The source 
worked up by him knew nothing about Paul 
preaching in the synagogue; it related merely how 
Paul gets in touch with the c€PdptvocCE. 

Presumably Paul's first churches consisted 
chiefly of such 'Godfearers'. º Unfortunately we 
know but very little about the extent of proselytism 
in the period before AD 70, since after 70 Jewry cut 
itself off from the Gentiles. But H. J. Schoeps *! has 
persuaded me that we can hardly overestimate the 
success of the Jewish propaganda amongst the 
Gentiles before 70, that this propaganda had 
reached its zenith in Paul's time, and that its fruits 
fell into the lap of early Christianity. In any case 
there was no occasion for Paul to start his 
missionary work with the Jews, even for reasons of 
expediency. The Gentile 'God-fearers' were much 
more sympathetic and suitable listeners for his 
gospel, which dispensed with the Law. Schoeps is 
right in considering that 'Rom. 9—11 can best be 
understood as an exhortation to Gentile Christians 
who had already passed through the Jewish 
mission, thus had already belonged to the '. 61a In 
that 

so It is probably more than doubtful that a metropolis like 
Corinth possessed only one synagogue, as Luke assumes here. 

so So also A. von Hamack, Marcion, p. 22. 


E Paulus, pp. 233ff. See the further references there. Cf. also P. 
Dalbert, Missionsliteratur, pp. 21/E; J. Leipoldt, Taufe, p. 4; E. Lerle, 


51 *- Paulus, p. 249. 
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Proselytenwerbung und Urchristentum, 1960, pp. 9f.; W. G. Braude, 
evisb Proselyting in the First Five Centuries of the Common Era, 1940. 
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case the church in Rome, which was not founded 
by Paul, also consisted essentially of former 'God- 
fearers'. This is supported by the natural manner in 
which Paul in his letters assumes the Old 
Testament to be familiar and well known to his 
churches. 

Finally, we must point to the fact that we can 
still glean in several places from the scanty 
infortnation which has been preserved the division 
between the churches of Paul and of Peter, * 
positively, in fact, in Corinth (I Cor. 1.12) and 
Antioch, possibly also in Ephesus and Rome. & In 
the small places with insignificant Jewish 
communities, independent Jewish Christian 
churches are anyhow not to be expected. 

The form of address in I Peter does not explicitly 
presuppose the actual independence of Jewish- 
Christian churches ; but it shows that at the end of 
the first century Peter was regarded as the 
missionary to the Jews in the Diaspora, a correct 
view found also in Eusebius. “2 It cannot be 
seriously denied that Peter was at work in the 
Diaspora as a missionary to the Jews, and it is true 
to say of his activities ' he was never in competition 
with Paul.'64 


o E. Hirsch ('Petrus und Paulus', ZNW 29, 1930, p. 73) 
considers that . . the way in which both Jerusalem and Paul 
viewed the oneness of the Church excludes the existence of 
two churches side by side in one place.' This is a complete 
contradiction of the agreement at the 'Apostolic Council! and 
is moreover unfounded. 

aa See Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth, p. 167 n. 1; and 'Die 


Irrlehrer von Róm. 
16.17-20', Studia Theologica 13, 1959, p. 53 ; Cullmann, Peter, pp. 54ff. 


esEccl. His'. 111, 4. If. 
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aM. Dibelius, Botschaft und Geschichte II, p. 202. Cf. also H. 
Lietzmann, 'Die Reisen des Petrus', in Kleine Schriften TI, pp. 
2871. 


89 


111 THE UNFORTUNATE 
INCIDENT IN ANTIOCH 


1. THE conception we have formed so far of the 
relationship between Paul and James must hold 
good for Paul's account of his controversy with 
Peter in Antioch which follows his description of 
the 'Apostolic Council! (Gal. 2.1 Iff.). 

Paul does not indicate any date for his clash with 
Peter. There should certainly be no doubt, in view 
of the chronological sequence set out in the 
account from 1.13 onwards, that this unpleasant 
occurrence happened after the 'Apostolic Council". 
Only exceedingly weighty reasons could induce us 
to reverse the order of Paul's report. No such 
reasons appear. ! On the other hand, the clash in 
Antioch need not have followed immediately on the 
'Apostolic Council". If the conference in Jerusalem 
occurred before the missionary activity recorded in 
Acts 13f., as seems probable, ? then Paul had the 
disagreement with Peter after this missionary 
journey; for it is certain that this clash brought to 
an end the working partnership between Paul and 
Barnabas (see below) which still existed 
throughout the first missionary journey. We can 
indeed establish nothing more definite about it. 

In the section now to be examined we must pay 
even more attention than in the case of Gal. 2.1— 
10 to Paul's purpose in writing this account. He 
wants to demonstrate his independence from the 
pillars in Jerusalem, and here from Peter. The 
incident itself naturally arose out of other causes 
and it did not primarily result in proving Paul's 
independence. But we learn about what actually 
happened in Antioch only as part of a very 
tendentious report. 

In Antioch Paul was obliged to stand up to Peter, 

who was at 
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1 Cf. J. Dupont, 'Pierre et Paul à Antioche et à Jérusalem', 

Recherches de Science religieuse 45, 1957, pp. 42—60; 225— 
39, who examines and criticizes the attempts of T. Zahn, J. 
Munck and H. M. Féret to reverse the order of the events. ? 
Haenchen, pp. 386f./380f. 
91-52 work there, because the latter was 
condemning himself by his own behaviour (Gal. 
2.11). What had happened? At first Peter regularly 
sat at table with the Gentile Christians. This was no 
serious offence against the Law. The Old 
Testament contains no regulation forbidding a Jew 
to have table-fellowship with Gentiles. Rules of this 
kind came into use later. It is uncertain whether, 
and to what extent, the scribes' instructions in this 
sense were already developed in New Testament 
times; but the author of Acts, who certainly did not 
write before the second century, regarded it as 
settled that Jews and Gentiles are not allowed to 
eat together: Acts 10.28; 11.3 ; cf. John 18.28; 
Luke 15.2 ; Mark 7.1ff.; Justin, Dial. 47. However, 
numerous statements in rabbinic literature show 
that, in fact, table-fellowship was conceded not 
infrequently and with certain reservations. Pious 
Jews may also have brought their own food with 
them to the table of a Gentile host. é In view of 
these facts the liberty which Peter took in Antioch 
for the sake of fellowship in the church need not 
necessarily denote a radical breach of the Law. 
Table-fellowship with the Gentiles therefore hardly 
meant for Peter, and even less for Paul, a 
conscious repudiation of the Jerusalem agreement 
which required Peter, as a missionary to the Jews, 
to observe the Law to a certain extent. Yet this 
confirms what we have realized so far, namely that 
Peter and the Jerusalem church were not zealous 
upholders of the Law. 

But the use which Peter made of the freedom 
possible to him presumably within Jewish 
Christianity has yet another aspect. Schweitzer 
writes : "That the question at Antioch concerned 
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eating together at the Lord's Supper is so obvious 
that Paul does not think it necessary to say so 
expressly.' * This opinion seems to me somewhat 
too definite in view of the general phrase: Tôv 
C9vôv avvYsCEDL€v. But there is well-founded 
agreement amongst commentators that the 
common meal received its importance from the 
celebration of the cultic meal in particular. * 
Basically the celebration of meals in common 
meant that the separation between the Jewish- 
Christian and the Gentile-Christian churches was 
abolished. It must be well understood that Peter's 
behaviour does not at all presuppose that in 
general he had freed himself, 


é On all this see Billerbeck TIl, pp. 421f.; IV, pp. 3 74ff. ; A. 
Schweitzer, Mysticism, pp. 196f. 
sp. 196. 
*Tt is true that Paul does not indicate that he is thinking 
especially of cultic meals. 
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and still less Jewish Christians, from the Law 
altogether, and certainly not from a Jewish mission 
which dispensed with the Law; in this respect the 
arrangements made in Jerusalem will not have 
been violated in Antioch either. But the visible 
distinction between the different church groups 
was obliterated by the common meal, even if in 
other matters the Jewish Christians lived according 
to the Law. “2 Peter's behaviour did not conflict 


52 We see here what problems were raised by the necessary 
arrangement in Jerusalem when and because Christians knew 
that they were one Church. In the long run—which in 
primitive Christianity was not, of course, taken into account— it 
was not practicable for them to live side by side in two groups. 
This state of affairs therefore did not last long; fortunately it did 
not need to last long. With the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 
the Jews lost the possibility of dictating to the Christians in 
Palestine how they should live. There was no longer any necessity 
to separate the Jewish-Christian churches from the Gentile 
Christians in the Roman Empire. The fight against Gnosis may 
have provided a final fillip to bring the two groups together. So 
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completely with the wording of the Jerusalem 
agreement, but it ran counter to its intention. 

That must have stimulated the church in 
Jerusalem to take action. Table-fellowship with 
Gentile Christians was a first step on a road on 
which there was no stopping, and, in the eyes of 
the Jews standing outside, this step for uniting the 
groups in the community must have made it look as 
if Jewish Christianity had already abandoned the 
Law completely. That it was none other than Peter, 
head of the mission to the Jews which observed the 
Law, who was taking part in these happenings, and 
that they took place in the influential metropolis of 
Antioch, must have seemed particularly serious to 
the Jerusalem church. We do not know whether 
they had already experienced difficulties from the 
Jews on account of the behaviour of Jewish 
Christians in Antioch, or whether they merely 
feared them. In either case they feel obliged to 
check the development which had been set going 
there. Thus one day TWás drô 'ICEKdPov make 
their appearance in Antioch. Their remonstrances 
do not fail to make an impression on Peter. He 
withdraws from the Gentile Christians and 
'separates himself! (Gal. 2.12). The rest of the 
Jewish Christians follow his example (Gal. 2.13); 
even Barnabas remembers his Jewish origin and 
joins this group which thereby returns to the 
undiminished independence of its existence as a 
church. 

53-54 

2. Paul states explicitly that Peter took his fateful 
step from fear of the party '* 7epronis (2.12). If he 
made his decision from fear of men, then at all 


it is not surprising that from as early as the second century we 
have no reliable information—apart from Palestine and the sects 
—concerning independent metropolitan churches observing 
Jewish-Christian rules. See also below, pp. 114ff. 


PJ—E 
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events it was not owing to theological opinions. It 
was not for the sake of a better righteousness that 
Peter again upheld a separate Jewish Christian life, 
but from some kind of practical considerations. Of 
whom was he afraid ? 

The commentators take it for granted that those 
éx repimeans Jewish Christians ; in fact, those who 
turned up in Antioch or those who sent them from 
Jerusalem, the church in Jerusalem under the 
leadership of James. This meaning seems so 
obvious? that the possibility of Peter having acted 
as he did from fear of the Jews is usually never 
contemplated. And yet in my opinion this is the 
only right answer. 

It is surely impossible that Peter could be afraid 
of the party of James. What could they have done 
to him and to the church ? It is absurd to assume 
that the primitive church in Jerusalem which had 
worries enough about its own bare existence could 
have possessed any means of enforcing its 
authority against the Antiochene Christians. It 
could not even do so with regard to its own 
members. Or is Peter thought to have feared the 
moral anathema of Jerusalem ? But the Jewish 
Christians ofAntioch were on his side, as 2.13 
shows. 

Moreover, how might he ever have had anything to 

fear from 
James ? The laxity shown by Peter in his 
understanding of the Law could arouse the 
dangerous wrath only of legalist Judaizers. We 
have seen that the body of Christians in Jerusalem, 
at any rate as a whole, was not a community full of 
zeal for the Law. & And if it had been zealous, what 


53 T. Zahn, Galater, pp. 114f., therefore explains ae€iv erwas 
d7ô 'IaKdPov to mean that the messengers were not sent by 
James, but had unlawfully claimed his authority. Impossible ! 

Presumably similar considerations underlie Kiúmmel's 
opinion (RGGº VI, col. 1189) that an out-and-out conservative 
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was right and reasonable as regards fellowship 
with the Jerusalem party for Paul, who disregarded 
the Law, would be just as right and reasonable for 
a Peter who disregarded the Law. 


's.. it becomes almost inescapable to see in ot 
treptT0O1.Lús men from Jerusalem, and in that case naturally 
the party of James' (G. Klein, 'Verleugnung', p. 321, n. 4). But 
why 'naturally' ? 
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Further, it seems improbable from the point of 
view of language also that in the sentence : 'Nov, 
IméaTEAA€v Kai d+(.bpcc€v éavrdv, 
+0PoO1.L£vos TOôs 7t€pLTO1I.Làs (2.12) the 
subject Of %:ADov and the object of 40Poóptvos 
are thought to be the same : if that was the 
meaning, a simple at)TOOs which could not be 
misunderstood would be expected instead of TOôs 
EKTepir 

Finally, Paul always uses éK TrepCETOPàús to 
denote the Jew by birth as such, contrasted with 
the Gentile, never the Jewish Christian contrasted 
with the Gentile Christian. The phrase had just 
been used in this way (2.776). º Hence r€pLTO1.Lús 
can less than ever mean a name for the strictly 
law-abiding Jewish Christians in particular. But this 
specific meaning would have had to be given to 
Gal. 2.12 in the traditional exegesis, since actually 
Peter, too, together with the Antiochene Jewish- 
Christian community, belongs to the Jewish 
Christians in general. Peter cannot after all be 
afraid of himself! 

To sum up the argument: It was fear of the Jews 
which determined Peter's decision. !º Probably it 
was less a question of fear regarding the 


minority in the Jerusalem church had opposed the settlement 
of the 'Apostolic Council! agreed between James and Paul. But 
firstly Paul says explicitly that the envoys had come from James, 
and secondly they are, in fact, insisting, in Peter's case, just on 
the observance of the Jerusalem arrangement. 
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Antiochene church, although the Jewish community 
in Antioch, like that in Alexandria, were under an 
archon who was not likely to be without means of 
enforcing his authority. ! But it was undoubtedly 
his fears for the churches of Judea; in fact, just 
those fears which brought James's messengers to 
Antioch. ** After all, we must remember that the 
altercation in 

9 Cf. G. Dix JwandGreek, 1953, pp. 42f. 

o So also B. Reicke in Studia Paulina, pp. 176%, as 1 
have seen since writing the above. B. Reicke is correct in 
speaking of the terrible pressure under which Christianity in 
Jerusalem was living, and declares this to be the cause of the 
Judaistic' bias expressed in the deputation of James to Peter. 
But he does not see that, in fact, this pressure already 
underlay the agreement of the 'Apostolic Council", and thinks 
that he must presuppose a strong Judaistic declension of the 
Jewish Christians from that Council to the Incident in 
Antioch. This is unnecessary and unfounded, even if Reicke 
may be right when he remarks that the pressure of the Jews 
on the Jewish Christians became rogressively stronger. Dix, 
too (pp. 427), understands oi éTrepLTOPiús to be the ews. 

Munck, Paul, pp. 106ff., also states the meaning of ot 
“rEpLTOPús to be the Jews, and is evidently the first to do so. 
In view of the frequent quite erroneous theories and exegeses 
in his book, one hesitates to refer to it. Yet his reflections on 
this matter and some other comments are very far-seeing, 
even though he gives a completely wrong explanation of the 
fear of the Jews'. The objections of K. Wegenast, Das 
Verstândnis der Tradition bei Paulus, p. 48 n. 2, to Munch's 
theory in my opinion only reveal the straits of whoever wishes 
to defend the interpretation of the disputed passage as 
referring to the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. njos. Bell. VII, 
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Antioch took place in the period between the 
violent death of 

James, the son of Zebedee (Acts 12.2), and the 
martyrdom of James, the brother of the Lord ! 
Peter himself seemed only shortly before to have 


54 Thus Dix, pp. 43%, is essentially correct: 'What the 
messengers "from James" brought to Peter was not an ultimatum 
from a suddenly overwhelming Jewish- 
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barely escaped a martyr's death (Acts 12). In view 
of this the honourable nature and 
conscientiousness of his decision must not be 
called in question. 

If this is the position, then it does not surprise us 
that Paul utters no word of criticism against either 
James's messengers or James himself. º He could 
not regard as unjustified their demand that the 
Jewish-Christian church should keep itself 
separate, especially as this agreed with the sense 
of the Jerusalem arrangement. 'Neither the envoys 
from James nor Peter nor Barnabas became 
disloyal to the agreement of Jerusalem. '14 
Certainly not! It was not the wishes of the primitive 
church in Jerusalem but the personal behaviour of 
Peter!* which provoked anger and criticism in Paul. 
This sounds like a paradox, and would be one if 
Peter's behaviour had consisted merely in 
submitting to James's demands. But the manner in 
which Paul develops his argument against Peter 
shows that he regards the step taken by Peter from 
a quite different point of view as well. 

The reproach against Peter runs as follows: EL' 
a." lovÔaios (mdpxcov eéDvLKôs 00K ovOaikôs 
tafis, Trôs rd dvapcd(£cs bvôatcêwe, (2.14b). 
Certainly Paul's language here, and even more that 
in the following verses, already has in view his 
great justification of righteousness based on faith 
in contrast with the Galatians' keenness on 
circumcision. The transition from ch. 2 to ch. 3 is 


Christian faction of extremists, but an urgent warning that the 
increasing rumours of Jewish-Christian fraternizing with 
uncircumcised Gentiles in Antioch and Galatia are now putting 
all the Jewish-Christian churches in Judea in considerable 
jeopardy from non-Christian Jews. In such circumstances S. 
Peter might well feel bound to do all he could to reduce the 
provocation.' 

The description of the circumstances given by Schoeps is 
inconsistent. In Paulus, pp. "ff., especially pp. 62f., he sees 
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correctly that on the basis of Gal. 2.9f. one must speak of 'a 
genuine agreement! (p. 63) between Paul and James. 
Nevertheless he classes the drrô TaKdPov of Gal. 2.12 with the 
erusalem extremists, whom ames resists. But if the argument 
of Baur is not accepte for Gal. 2.1—10, then it must abandoned 
for 2.1 Iff. as well. 


BG. Kittel, ZNW 30, 1931, p. 152, rightly draws attention to 
this, though without having seen the correct reason for it. uR. 
A. Lipsius, HCNT, p. 30. 

'5 And of Barnabas whose behaviour no doubt stirred Paul 
more deeply than that of Peter. But in the context of Gal. If. he 
is naturally interested only in his dispute with Peter. 
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therefore, in fact, an imperceptible one. But this 
connexion of the two themes is surely only possible 
if the theme of chs. 3f. is found in some way also in 
the discussion with Peter. We cannot therefore 
have any doubt that Paul had it in mind when he 
denounced Peter in the terms reproduced in Gal. 
2.14. 

Many commentators do not notice the difficulty 
which this interpretation involves. Paul had 
certainly not hesitated to describe Peter's 
behaviour in blunt terms, saying that first he, then 
the other Jewish Christians, finally even Barnabas, 
separated themselves from the Gentile Christian 
community. But there is no word about 
encouraging or even forcing the Gentile Christians 
at the same time to accept the Law. That would 
indeed have been a plain breach of the Jerusalem 
agreement and much more serious than the mere 
withdrawal of the Jewish Christians. When 
describing Peter's behaviour Paul would have had 
to criticize such conduct above all else and most 
pungently. Yet he does not mention it, and when he 
explains Peter's behaviour as due to fear of men, it 
is evident how little he himself credits Peter with a 
theological change of mind, which might have let 
him urge the Law on the Gentiles. Nor could he 
possibly have characterized Peter's conduct with 
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appropriate and sufficient severity as 'hypocrisy' if 
the latter had summoned the Gentile Christians to 
observe the Jewish Law.16 

Consequently dvapcdt €cs lovÔatC€w can only 
mean 'indirect compulsion'. ”” Clearly Paul fears 
that, whatever the personal motives of Peter's 
conduct may be, his return to living under the Law 
could be understood by the Gentiles as a 
theological decision for justification through the 
Law. If Peter, the Christian, thinks that he can no 
longer live as a Gentile, then must not also the 
Christians from amongst the Gentiles think that 
they must live Like Jews ? Questioning such as this 
may be heard, and it is the possible effect on the 
Jewish Christians' decision suggested by this which 
makes Paul scandalized by Peter's behaviour. It is 
intelligible that Paul reacts thus sharply and why 
he does so. 

Of course, the mere existence of Jewish-Christian 

churches 

ie So Lietzmann in Kleine Schriften II, p. 287. 

v Sieffert, Galater, p. 137. T. Zahn, too, speaks of 
indirect' compulsion (Galater, p. 118). J. B. Lightfoot 
expresses himself the most clearly—as he often does—when 
he writes : 'dvayxd(€cs, i.e. practically oblige them, though 
such was not his intention', Galatians, p. 114. Cf. also Munck, 
Paul, pp. 124f. 
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observing the Law confronts Paul with the general 
task of explaining to his  Gentile-Christian 
congregations about the observance of the Law. 
But it is clear that this retreat of a great 
JewishChristian congregation under authoritative 
leadership within the most important church in the 
Gentile area from fellowship with the Gentile 
Christians must intensify the problem decisively; in 
addition, the reasons for this withdrawal, with its 
underlying tactical considerations—40Potfpfvos 
TOôs TQLTOPis—were indeed adequate, but not 
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particularly honourable. Barnabas, the missionary 
to the Gentiles, joined this party. Finally Antioch 
was still the headquarters of the mission to the 
Gentiles. 

Thus Paul is not attacking Peter's personal 
decision in so far as it could be justified by the 
Jerusalem agreement; the fact of Peter's 
lovOatC€w is not in itself reprehensible—otherwise 
Paul's wrath would have fallen also on James and 
his envoys, indeed on the Jewish Christians as a 
whole, and even on the arrangement which Paul 
had made with them, and which took the lovôat(ew 
of Jewish Christians for granted. It was only the 
inconsistency of Peter's conduct in view of its 
ominous consequences for his churches which 
provoked his criticism. This fact explains the other 
details of Paul's line of argument without straining 
its meaning. 

Paul emphasizes that he found fault with Peter 
7Tdvrwv. The object which Paul's account has in 
“ view supplies a sufficient reason for alluding to 
the circumstances in which the discussion took 
place : the apostle is showing that he was 
independent enough to charge Peter publicly with 
his offence. Of course, that cannot have been the 
primary reason for the publicity of what Paul did. 
Moreover, he certainly did not drag personal 
matters into the open out of spite. If he thought it 
necessary to attack Peter publicly, his purpose 
must have been to counteract any unpleasant 
public effects of the Jewish-Christian action. Thus it 
was, in fact, the public consequences of Peter's 
decision which provoked Paul's rebuke. 

This is shown, too, by the pointed allusion to 
Barnabas, his fellow worker hitherto, whose 
participation in the behaviour of the Jewish 
Christians angered Paul particularly. It is not by 
chance that he is the only one besides Peter whom 
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Paul mentions by name. We know that this 
dissension with Barnabas led to Paul 
58-—59 


seeking fresh companions for his missionary 
journeys—Silas, then Timothy. The account given 
us in Acts 15-36-—41 certainly supplies a different 
motive for the breach between Paul and Barnabas, 
but can be understood only as a modification by 
Luke of the situation related by Paul in Gal. 2.13 
that is to say, Luke has turned a disagreement on a 
matter of principle into a personal quarrel. “The 
emphasis on Barnabas in Gal. 2.13 and the fact 
that Paul parted from him indicate afresh that the 
apostle regarded the significance of Peter's 
decision from the point of view of its consequences 
for his missionary work; after all, Barnabas had 
been his closest fellow worker, enjoying exactly the 
same authority. How could his decision in 
particular be made intelligible to the Gentile 
Christians. He had made himself impossible as 
Paul's colleague, even though—as one would like to 
assume—he might never have thought ofliving 
according to the Law outside Antioch and when 
engaged on his missionary work amongst the 
Gentiles. 

If Paul in Gal. 2.1 Iff., too, shows himself to be 
particularly interested in giving an account of his 
dispute with Peter, yet there can be no doubt that 
his disagreement with Barnabas formed the real 
substance of that unfortunate incident in Antioch. 
A good part of his anger with Peter arose from the 
consequences which his behaviour forced upon 
Barnabas in particular. It is no accident that Luke 
reports only the dispute between Paul and 
Barnabas; it was this dispute which stamped the 
episode in Antioch upon the memory of 
Christendom. 


55 Preuschen, Die apostelgeschicbte, p. 98. 
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Finally we must refer to the quality of 
órd»cpcacs by which the Jewish-Christian conduct 
was characterized twice in Gal. 2.13. It can hardly 
be understood to mean 'hypocrisy', that is, that 
dissimulation in which visible behaviour does not 
agree with inner conviction. For the fear of the 
Jews which Paul gives as the motive of the Jewish 
Christians for separating themselves was certainly 
justified and in any case genuine. 

It is more likely that Paul considered the 
dissimulation to consist in Peter's conduct being 
open to the interpretation that he sought salvation 
in righteousness according to the Law, although he 
had decided to observe the Law merely from fear 
of the Jews. In that case there would certainly have 
been no subjective 


'º Haenchen, pp. 421/416. 
29-60 


dissimulation, since Peter by no means intended to 
give the impression that he wished to attain 
salvation through the Law. But the effect of his 
decision which Paul feared in 2.14b made it, in 
fact, appear objectively as dissimulation. 

But probably (mdKpcCEcs is simply intended to 
describe the inconsistency of Peter's behaviour: He 
behaves now in this way, now in that. Moreover, 
this is supported by dp90700éw, rarely attested 
elsewhere, meaning 'to walk straight", 2º which Paul 
declares Peter is not doing, and which is evidently 
in contrast with 'limping with two different 
opinions' (I Kings 18.21) 2! as Peter appears to be 
doing. 22 It was just this inconsistency which made 
his conduct so ambiguous and dangerous for Paul's 
missionary work. If Peter had consistently kept to 
the separate existence of the Jewish Christians in 
accordance with the interpretation of the 
Jerusalem arrangement, there would have been no 
grounds for criticism. Paul would have objected 
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even less to his 69vLKôs tsp, for which Peter alone 
would have had to answer. It was his holding aloof 
from the Gentile Christians after the CDvLKôs 
which first created the problem. 

Whatever the precise meaning given to 
1'70Kptvav may be, it completely excludes the 
possibility that Peter made a breach with the 
Gentile-Christian church owing to a private 
decision against the doctrine of justification by 
faith. For in that case Paul would have had to 
reproach him not with dissimulation but with 
lapsing into unbelief, with giving up the Christian 
fellowship altogether. 2 That was not in the least 
Paul's intention. In spite of all his criticism he does 
not renounce his fellowship with Peter. This is seen 
also in the following difficult section, 2.15 ff. 
which is directed not against Peter's false belief 
but against his inconsistency. 

3. Occasionally *º the attempt has been made to 
introduce a complete break after v. 14, and to 
consider vv. 157 as no longer part of what was 
said to Peter. So far as I know, none of the 

20 Verse 14', cf. Zahn, Galater, pp. 116f.; E. Meyer, 
Ursprung, p. 426, speaks correctly of Peter's inconsistency and 
indecision'. 

a R. A. Lipsius, Galater, pp. 29f. 


za Cf. on this G. D. Kilpatrick in Neutestamentliche Stgdienfflr R. 
Bullmann (BZNW 21), 1954, pp. 269—74. 

s 'S. Paul could fairly describe such conduct, even with 
such motives, by the unpleasant word "hypocrisy'"—whereas a 
reversion to strict Jewish principles on this matter, openly ackr 
owledged, could not be so described with any justice' (Dix, Jew 
and Greek, pp. 43f.). 
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modern commentators hold this opinion. > And 
they are right. Hence Paul is declaring to Peter: 


56 See Zahn, Galater, p. 119. 
57 Yet cf. B. Reicke in StudiaPaulina, 1953, p. 175. 
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We are Jews by faith, not Gentile sinners. But 
because we know that no man is justified by works 
of the Law but through faith in Christ Jesus, we, 
too, have become believers in Christ Jesus in order 
that we might be justified by faith in Christ and not 
through works of the Law; for by works of the Law 
shall no one be justified. '26 

That is Paul's doctrine ofjustification in a 
nutshell. It is obvious that Paul is writing not about 
past history with reference to Peter but about what 
is happening now with reference to the Galatians. 
But the substance of what he said to Peter cannot 
have been different from what he is here 
explaining to the Galatians; for Paul's statements 
could at any time be checked by his readers. Above 
all, his appeal to Peter on the strength of 
justification by grace as being the common ground 
of their faith must have corresponded to the 
contemporary situation. *º In 2.15f. Paul has not yet 
started to argue, but is first preparing the ground 
for the argument which follows. There is one thing, 
so he assumes, on which we both agree, namely 
that the Jews, too, are not justified by the works of 
the Law, but by faith. The ipfis addressed to Peter 
necessarily includes him—in fact, the Peter who 
had again begun to live lovôaikKôs. 2º This assumes 


58 The logical arrangement of the sentences is understood 
somewhat differently by H. Schlier, with whom P. Althaus 
agrees; against this R. Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung von Gal. 2.15- 
18', pp. aff. 

59 We must reflect how impossible it was for the Jewish 
Christians in Palestine to admit that the Gentiles would obtain 
salvation apart from the Law through faith in Christ, whilst 
they regarded the Law as a necessary preliminary condition for 

“the Jews to enter into the Kingdom of God. The recognition by 
the Jewish Christians of Palestine of the mission to the Gentiles 
which disregarded the Law had undoubtedly taken place, and 
this necessarily included relinquishing the Law as the means of 
salvation altogether, and thus for themselves as well. In I Cor. 
15.11 Paul testifes otherwise than in Gal. 2, but even more 
explicitly, to the oneness of the preaching in Jerusalem and in 
the Pauline mission area. * Sieffert, Galater, p. 146. 
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that when Peter returned to the Law he by no 
means intended to follow the way of justification by 
the Law ; and this again agrees with Paul's 
statement that Peter had parted company with the 
Gentile Christians from fear of men. 

In view of this assumption which they hold in 
common, Peter's conduct must be deemed 
blameworthy. This appears from vv. 17f., which 
deal with Peter's actual conduct; for so far no 
reason 61 


has yet been given why Peter's actions did not 
agree with the truth of the gospel: EL' Ô€ 
5TOÚVTES ÓLKCEccoDiv(EL b XPLETO 
€ópéDi7CE.L€v Kai at3ToZ ãpaprwÃot, àâpCE 
XpLCETôs dpaprtas ÓLAKOVOS, * 1.L0 ybOLTO. 

Verses 17f. are unintelligible if it is not realized 
that the course of the argument culminates in 
these verses. Thus, for example, Schlier thinks that 
it is already brought to an end with v. 16 and 
regards vv. 17f. merely as the refutation of an 
objection by a Jewish-Christian opponent. ?º As 
though Paul could have concluded his 
argumentation against Peter by establishing their 
unanimity ! 

Accordingly Schlier paraphrases the objection in 
v. 17 as follows: If Christ declares a sinner to be 
justifed, then, in fact, he encourages sin by 
abrogating the Law. Paul denies this by arguing in 
v. 18 that he who brings the Law into force again 
becomes a sinner. But I cannot understand how 
this last—correct—sentence proves that 
justification by grace does not encourage sin. 
Hence Schlier's understanding of this difficult 
passage is unsatisfying. 

How must we understand it ? To begin with it is 
essential to ask how €Ópé9ITEE. Lev Kai at'.'Toi 
àpapT(DÃOL' is related to 5TOÚVTES ÔLCEcau- 
09Uvac b XpLCETê. Is a man found to be a sinner 
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before, or rather at his justification Of course he is, 
but Christ does not thereby become an agent of sin 
in the bad sense of the word implied in our 
passage. Does a man remain a sinner in and owing 
to his justification ? That would be the opponent's 
objection to justification by grace, which is being 
rebutted according to Schlier; we saw that this 
interpretation breaks down when it comes to v. 18. 
Or does he become a sinner through his 
justification, as, for example, Lipsius *! understands 
it, the abrogation of the Law luring the sinner into 
sin ? But even so, v. 18 does not explain the 
yéVOLTO. The same criticism must be levelled 
against Lietzmann's exegesis of this passage in An 
die Galater; he sees the Jewish objection 
underlying v. 17, namely that Christ moves away 
from the Law and therefore towards sin. Or does 
Paul say that even one who is justified still commits 
sin ? But this idea would be quite un-Pauline, and, 
moreover, would not lead to the conclusion that in 
Christ an agent of 


2º Galater, pp. "f. 

êº So Zahn, Galater, p. 126, who thinks that devout Jews, 
too, learn when they are justified that they are sinners; cf. 
Sieffert, p. 150. 81 p. 32. 
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sin could be seen, quite apart from the fact that 
then, too, v. 18 does not fit in. 

There remains only the possibility of 
understanding the sin described in v. 17 as 
meaning the actual attempt to become justified 
through Christ. That is also linguistically the most 
likely: if since, or rather because, we are seeking 
justification in Christ we are found to be 
sinners ...; thatis, if the way of justification by 
faith is itself sin. This is how Bultmann and Althaus 
also understand it. *º Bultmann then continues in v. 
17 : apa XpLCETós âpaprtas ÓLdKOVOS — then 
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Christ is an agent of sin. The CE.Ló ybOLTO rejects 
this absurd sentence. Thus a satisfactory meaning 
is achieved. Since elsewhere in Paul ybOLTO 
always follows a question, it would be better to 
read: apa XpLCETOs àpaprtas ÔLdKovos; That is 
what Althaus does: . . is not Christ then an agent of 
sin ? In that case it can certainly be only a 
rhetorical question, for under the supposed 
condition Christ is actually an agent of sin and the 
viybOLTO would again be refusing to admit the 
absurdity of a sentence leading to such a 
conclusion. The meaning is in both cases the same. 

Bultmann now considers the sentence owing to 
its absurdity to be a way of expressing something 
unreal : If we should be found to be sinners. That is 
linguistically possible. But  Bultmann, too, 
overlooks the real allusion in this sentence which is 
concerned with the dispute with Peter. He does not 
base his exegesis on 2.11—16, but on 2.20f. Yet in 
v. 17 Paul is attacking Peter's conduct directly. In 
what way? Now, we are told in v. 18 etyap a 
KCETéAvaa *raúra 7rdAcv obcoôopô, rapaPdnpº' 
épavTóv at'VLCETdvco. It is generally assumed that 
v. 18 is a parenthesis, whilst v. 19 continues the 
train of thought from v. 17. % The purpose of this 
parenthesis can only be to elucidate the meaning of 
v. 17 as part of the argument with Peter. But even 
without this assumption it is clear that v. 18 
explains v. 17. In that case the rapaPdTº179 of v. 
18 corresponds to the âpaprwÃot of v. 17. How 
does the 7tapaPdTqs show himself to be a sinner? 
He again puts into practice that which he had 
previously rejected. This proves that he was wrong 
in 'tearing it down'. The decision which he had 
cancelled—not the 


2 See Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung von Gal. 2.15-—18', and 
Althaus, Die kleineren Briefe, ad loc. 

*º Bultmann, Lietzmann, Schlier and others. 
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cancellation of the decision !—is regarded as being 
a transgression. But Peter had put into practice 
again that which he had already given up, namely 
the Law. It is his conduct which is described in vv. 
17f.34 


Paul is saying to him, 'Although we are Jews, we 
have put our faith in Jesus, because the works of 
the Law do not bring justification. But if the 
endeavour to be justified in Christ is sin, is Christ 
not then an agent of sin? Of course, that is 
impossible! But you, Peter, are making him one in 
effect, if you relinquish again the freedom from the 
Law which you had achieved and return to the 
works of the Law; for thereby you declare that by 
accepting this freedom you had acted as a sinner. 
'35 

It seems to me quite open to question whether 
Paul simplified matters so much when arguing 
against Peter himself. For by this line of argument 
he imputes to him indirectly that when he returned 
once more to the Law he made a theological 
decision against justification by faith. Thus he 
equates the motive for Peter's decision with what 
he fears will be the result of this decision in the 
eyes of his churches, namely doubts about the 
validity of justification by faith. At the same time 
Paul knows that it was mere fear of men which 
determines Peter's decision. The solution of the 
problem was therefore not so simple as Paul 
represents it to be in 2.15-—18. This may explain 
the tortuous method of his argument; yet it 
remains evident that Peter's vacillating behaviour, 
called 'hypocrisy', formed the real point of 
departure of Paul's criticisms. 


ê Althaus, p. 20. 

é Althaus, who is right in seeing to what v. 18 really refers, 
interprets it thus: If Peter returns to the Law, he has not really 
been emancipated from it; but in that case, in Paul's view, his 
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violation of it was in fact sinful. But Paul cannot possibly want 
to tell Peter that when he began to live without regard for the 
Law he was in fact behaving as a sinner 1 

On the other hand, Oepke is correct and his explanation of 
the passage is also reproduced by Schlier as being its possible 
meaning (in his view the less probable one) : 'Therefore 
putting the Law into practice again after giving it up means 
nothing less than that Peter is acting in contradiction of his 
faith in Christ, that in retrospect he is branding that faith as a 
serious error", Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater (THKNT?), 
1957, p. 61 ; H. Lietzmann, Galater, on this passage 
reproduces this interpretation, which he does not accept, as 
being the 'usual' one. J. Munck, Paul, p. 127, also sees that this 
must really be the meaning of the sentence and paraphrases it. 
'.. as you (Peter) were when you were in Antioch, because 
you had sat at table with the Gentile Christians, and then when 
the Jerusalem brethren came felt in your conscience that you 
had acted wrongly—is Christ then an agent of sin P' However, 
he then prefers another rather abstruse explanation. 
63—64 


Moreover, Paul had, in fact, no interest in 
rehearsing the historical details. His account is 
'tendentious' and in our section actually shows bias 
in two directions. First he wants to show his 
independence of Peter. He has done this already by 
his account of Peter being rebuked at all. But from 
v. 14 onwards the more this rebuke is developed 
the more its substance is expressed with an eye to 
the Galatians, whose hankering after the Law Paul 
must now discuss. It is to them that vv. 19-21, 
although still belonging by their form to what is 
said to Peter, are entirely addressed, as were the 
preceding verses, 17f., at least in what they tacitly 
implied, namely that Peter had vacillated from 
theological reasons in his attitude to the Law. For 

in Paul's view these are the only reasons for 

which the Galatians submit themselves to 
circumcision. 

Paul could not report that Peter had resumed 
table-fellowship with the Gentiles. Therefore Peter 
had not done so; for Paul would not have passed 
over in silence the successful outcome of his 
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disagreement with him. º%º Such a success was not 
to be expected. It is even doubtful whether Paul 
insisted on a success of this kind. What mattered to 
him was to make it clear publicly that, in spite of 
the attitude of the Jewish Christians in Antioch, 
justification is to be sought not through the works 
of the Law but in faith in Christ. Here Peter would 
hardly have contradicted him. On the other hand, 
Paul could not simply ignore the undoubtedly 
legitimate fear of Jewish retaliation which 
determined Peter's conduct, however unpleasant 
such wavering must have been to him. 

As we have seen, Paul parted from Barnabas. He 
could not possibly carry on a Gentile mission with a 
Judaizing colleague. His conflict with Barnabas was 
certainly in every way more important than the 
dispute with Peter which Paul reports in detail. But 
none of the altercations indicate any fundamental 
withdrawal from fellowship in Christ. Paul always 
mentions Peter as well as Barnabas quite naturally 
as members of the one Christian Church (Gal. 1.18; 
2.7f.; I Cor. 9-5f.; 15-5); he includes the party of 
Peter, that is, the Jewish Christians who observed 
the Law, in the Corinthian church as a matter of 
course (1 Cor. 1.12; 3.22).37 


é Haenchen, pp. 422/417. 
” Cf. Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korintb, pp. 164ff. 
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That would be impossible if the fellowship of faith 
in Christ's righteousness which united Paul and 
Peter had been broken by the affair in Antioch. 
This fellowship had never been brought directly 
into the discussion; nor had the agreement of 
Jerusalem ever been called in question in the least, 
still less cancelled, by the unhappy incident in 
Antioch. 
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ONE of the stipulations made at the 'Apostolic 
Council! was the obligation undertaken by Paul to 
remember the 'poor' (Gal. 2.10). In K. Holl's well- 
known essay, !he has attempted to prove that these 
contributions were a legal levy by the church of 
Jerusalem. That is not impossible, but it cannot be 
proved. It is certain that Paul did not understand 
this obligation to be a legal one, whatever its 
intention. ? 

Even if the Jerusalem church had regarded the 
contributions as an indication that the legal 
sovereignty of their church had been recognized, 
this would only have made even more evident what 
the collection as a moral and religious obligation 
showed clearly enough: namely, the desire to cling 
to the unity of the Church. It chimes in with this 
that the other arrangement, the separation of the 
mission areas, was intended not to break up the 
unity of the Church, but on the contrary to make it 
possible in view of the risk which the church in 
Palestine ran from the Jews. 

Paul asserts in Gal. 2.10 that he had taken great 
pains to assist the indigent church in Jerusalem. 
The truth of this statement is verified by such 
passages as Rom. 15.25-—32 ; I Cor. 16. 1—4', 1 
Cor. 8f. Moreover, the collection of the 
contributions had given him much trouble in 
Corinth and Thessalonica, since his opponents 
used it as a pretext to reproach Paul with personal 
covetousness: I Cor. 12.14-18;º 1 Thess. 2.5—12. “Yet 
Paul carried it through. He wants to convey the 
proceeds himself to Jerusalem (Rom. 15.25-—32). 
He gives this as the sole purpose of his journey 
thither (Rom. 15.25). Therefore he cares a great 
deal about unity 
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"Der Kirchenbegriff des Paulus in seinem Verhãltnis zu 
dem der Urgemeinde', SBA, 1921, pp. 922047 = Gesammelte 
Aufsátze Il, pp. 44— 67. 

all Cor. 8.14; Rom. 15.27. 

ê Schmithals Die Gnosis in Korinth, pp. 29ff. ; Apostelamt, pp. 205 

ff. 

«For this 1 refer to my essay on 'Die historische Situation 
der Thessalonicherbriefe' in Paulgs und die Gnostiker. 
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with the Jewish Christians of Palestine to which the 
gift of his churches testifies. *º 

The whole treatment of the business of collection 
would normally permit but one conclusion, that the 
relations between Paul and Jerusalem are 
altogether happy. According to Gal. 2.10 the only 
possible assumption is that the same mutual 
understanding which led to the Gentile-Christian 
charitable aid being arranged still made itself felt 
when the gift was collected and handed over. But 
then Rom. 15-30f. seems to contradict this. There 
Paul asks the Roman Christians to pray for him tva 
pbvaDô d7Tó Tôv d7TEL900vrwv b TG lovôatg Kai 
OcaCEcovta gov as T€povCEaAOCE.L 
€ôórpdCEô€KTOos TOis áytocs yévwac. Lietzmann*: 
infers from this sentence that the opposition of the 
Jerusalem church to the  Gentile-Christian 


60 The theological significance of the contributions should 
not be underrated. It was more than an act of love. What R. 
Schnackenburg ('Die Kirche im Neuen Testament', Quaestiones 
Disputatae 14, 1961, p. 75) writes about it seems to me very 
pertinent: 'By this means Paul becomes the preacher and teacher 
of Christian concord in all his churches, and beyond this also 
the promoter of harmony between the mother church of 
Jerusalem and its newly founded churches (a large collection 1). 
Thereby he made an essential contribution to the development 
of a consciousness Of a universal Church, both theologically and 
practically. The main credit for the fact that the rapidly 
spreading Church did not break up from within is, humanly 
speaking, due to Paul's theology, which made all believers 
actively conscious of their oneness, given to them by God and 
calling them imperatively to unity. .. =Rômer, p. 123. 
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community was inconceivably bitter, in spite of the 
'Apostolic Council. Not all the commentators 
attach so bitter a meaning as Lietzmann to what is 
stated in Rom. 15-30f. about the relationship 
between Paul and the Pprimitive church in 
Jerusalem, but I have not found anywhere a 
fundamentally different understanding of these 
words. *! 

Now, this way of understanding them lands us in 
difficulties. It is evident that Paul does not hint at 
such tensions elsewhere, and his treatment of the 
matter of the collection really excludes them. But if 
such tensions existed and the contributions were 
possibly unwelcome, why does he collect them with 
so much zeal and why does he make a special 
journey to Jerusalem at all, although everything is 
urging him to go through Rome to Spain, where 
the Gentiles are certainly not likely to ask him 
about his relations with the Christians in Jerusalem 
o) 

Moreover, for what reason should the Jerusalem 
church shut the door on Paul together with his 
contributions ? What a catastro- 
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phic turn must things have taken after the 
'Apostolic Council", indeed after Gal. 2.1—10 was 
written; for in the letter to the Galatians Paul 
describes the arrangements of the 'Apostolic 
Council! as still valid. The refusal of an urgently 
needed delivery of money, especially if it was 
intended to be understood as a dutiful tribute to 
their central authority, presupposes such a 
complete disruption of comradeship that one is 
extremely reluctant to assume it merely on the 
basis of Rom. 1 5-30f. 


61 The most recent in E. Lohse, 'Glaube und Werke', ZNW 
48, 1957, p. 18. 
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Finally, Paul was received by the Jerusalem 
church by no means in an unfriendly manner. That 
can be learned from the account in Acts, however 
great the caution with which it is accepted. º What 
makes Paul expect a hostile reception ? 

But is not Rom. 15-31 so unequivocal that all 
doubts must be set aside on account of the plain 
wording of the text? By no means! On the contrary! 
In order to make it possible to understand the 
passage in the traditional way the commentators 
are accustomed actually to make an alteration 
tacitly in the text. It is true that in doing so they 
merely follow the Textus Receptus, which is 
contradicted by all the good witnesses of the text. 
In this text another tva is interpolated between Kat 
and i Ocaxovta. Without accepting this late 
reading, Lipsius, Lietzmann, Michel and many 
others nevertheless translate it in the sense of the 
Textus Receptus : 'I appeal to you to strive 
together with me in your prayers to God on my 
behalf that I may be delivered from the unbelievers 
in Judea, and that my service which takes me to 
Jerusalem may be acceptable to the saints.' Thus 
Paul's words certainly hardly leave any doubt that 
he fears two dangers in Jerusalem: the Jews might 
subject him to the fate of Stephen; the Christians 
might 'bluntly refuse' to accept the contributions 
and hence, of course, to receive Paul. 9 

But Paul had written something quite different: 
'Pray for me that I may be delivered from the 
unbelievers in Judea and my 


7 One can make do—like Haenchen, pp. 549/544-with the 
hypothesis that meanwhile Paul's 'battle with the Judaizers' 
had been joined; but in that case it must at the same time be 
explained how Paul, whilst in the midst of the battle with 


62 Haenchen, pp. 542ff./5 37. ; see 
below, pp. 85ff.º Haenchen, pp. 549/544. 
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Judaistic 'servants' of Satan' and 'false apostles', was 
gathering contributions just for these very people and their 
backers in Jerusalem from the communities they were 
attacking and was bringing these contributions personally to 
Jerusalem. This explanation is due from everyone. 
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service for Jerusalem be acceptable to the saints.' 
If the traditional way of understanding this 
statement were correct, the interpolated tva would 
certainly only serve to make it clearer. The 
clarification would in that case even be necessary, 
as the above commentators rightly feel; for Paul's 
wording lets it be understood that he is affected by 
one fear and that the menace from the Jews is 
connected with the possible rejection of the 
contributions : 'Pray that the Jews do not harm me 
and (therefore) my contributions are welcome to 
the Christians.' 

But does such a connexion exist ? Certainly, and 
Haenchen has already described it exactly—from 
quite another point of view and certainly without 
fully drawing out the consequences of what he has 
recognized. He writes : 'Paul's visit occurred a few 
years before the murder by the Jews of James' the 
Lord's brother. The Jerusalem church was already 
then struggling for the last chance of missionary 
work in Israel. If it accepted Paul's contributions, 
then it was declaring in the eyes of the Jews its 
solidarity with him. This threatened to destroy the 
possibility of its own mission. This is overlooked by 
every commentator who lets James and the elders 
accept Paul's contributions joyfully. '10 

What Haenchen has perspicaciously detected in 
the case of a single statement of Paul corresponds 
precisely with what our whole study up till now has 
discovered to be the situation which determined 
the complicated nature of Paul's relations to James, 
namely the relationship of the Jewish Christians to 
the Palestinian Jews. If legal proceedings were 
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taken against Paul in Judea, then every evidence of 
mutural understanding between Paul and James' 
church would bring about not only frustration of 
the JewishChristian missionary efforts but also the 
persecution of the Jewish Christians. That would 
apply particularly if on the Jewish side the 
contributions were regarded rightly or wrongly as 
a tribute to the governing body of the church of 
Jerusalem, which by accepting this tribute 
indicated that it was responsible for Paul's activity. 
The more sharply the Jews reacted to Paul's arrival 
the less welcome to the Jewish Christians could the 
contributions be which Paul brought them, 
however gladly they would have liked to accept 
them; therefore the greater the danger also to the 
labour of love undertaken with so much trouble 
and sacrificial willingness 
10 p. 550/544. 
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by Paul and his churches for the Jewish Christians ! 
—and vice versa. There is thus every justification 
for the anxiety about the acceptance of his 
contributions in view of the hostility of the Jews 
expressed by Paul in Rom. 1 5-31. !2 

Consequently Rom. 15-30f. does not force us to 
revise the conception gained so far about the 
relationship between Paul and the Jewish 
Christians, nor need we in order to retain it assume 
a catastrophic deterioration in this relationship 
during the last part of the so-called third 
missionary journey. & On the contrary, this 


uPaul was received by the Jews as badly as possible. Was 
the church in Jerusalem spared ? After Acts 21.25, even before 


63 Klein, 'Verleugnung', p. 321, thinks that the problem can 
be solved only if we assume 'that since the Council in Jerusalem 
a transference of power had taken place, in fact that Peter who 
favoured the undertaking of the contributions had been 
succeeded by James who was more intransigent about it.' But 
this is hardly a solution at all. For why does Paul take so much 
trouble about the contributions if the recipients do not want 
them in the least and had long ago rejected the whole Jerusalem 
agreement, which included amongst other matters the duty of 
making contributions ? Moreover, according to the account in 
Gal. 2, James was already at the head of the Jerusalem 
authorities at the time of the 'Apostolic Council"; therefore he 
cannot have taken Peter's place afterwards. 

Klein admittedly considers Paul's account in Gal. 2 to be 
unhistorical in this respect; he thinks that Peter was still 
playing the leading role alone at the time of the 'Apostolic 
Council", that James only came to the fore and was reckoned 
amongst the d0koúvres later. But here one untenable hypothesis 
is built on another. For Paul cannot possibly have 
misrepresented actual facts so completely in Gal. 2. 

My criticism with regard to this question (Apostelamt, p. 75 
n. 133) is rejected by Klein, who points to the joint 
responsibility o John and James for the agreement as far back 
as the 'Apostolic Council! ('Ver eugnung', pp. 318f.). But it is 
unfortu- 
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Paul's arrest, it disappears completely from Luke's account. 
There are several explanations for this. One of them might be: 
The church did not remain unmolested, and because Luke 
suppresses so far as possible the differences between Jews and 
Christians, he makes no further mention of the church. Then 
the striking failure to mention the collection might also be 
connected with this, if, as Paul feared according to Rom. 15- 
31, it did actually result in trouble for the church. According to 
Acts 24.17 the fact of the journey with the contributions does 
not seem to have been unknown to Luke. Another reason for 
the failure to mention it is given by Haenchen, pp. sof./945. 

12When Paul is writing I Cor. 16.1—4 about a year before his 
last visit to Jerusalem, he does not yet know whether he will 
once more go to see the church in Jerusalem before his 
journey to the West. When he comes to Corinth he intends to 
supply messengers with credentials and to send them to 
Jerusalem with the contributions collected in Corinth (and 
elsewhere). "If it seems advisable that I should go also, they 
will accompany me' (I Cor. 16.4). We can only infer to what éàv 
de ecov drefers. Paul will hardly have let his visit to Jerusalem 
depend on the amount of the contributions. Is he waiting for 
special guidance from God? But that would have to be 
expressed clearly as in I Cor. 4.19 : Kópcos e€AOan. Rom. 15- 
31 suggests the inference that he is undecided whether to 
travel to Jerusalem himself owing to the situation there. 
Therefore when writing I Cor. he is still waiting for news from 
Jerusalem whether his visit is expedient or is on the contrary 
unwelcome, because he does not want to be a burden to the 
church there nor to imperil his own life. In that case we should 
conclude from Rom. 15-31 that the Jerusalem church did not 
dissuade him from coming, yet without being able to banish his 
misgivings about his personal safety and the success of his 
mission to Jerusalem. 
69—70 


conception is confirmed if Rom. 15-30f. is read 
without being encumbered by the Tubingen 
hypothesis according to which Paulinism and 
Judaizing must be  assumed to be two 
fundamentally irreconcilable opposites throughout 
primitive Christian writings. 


nate, and also disastrous for this thesis, that, though James 
and John are not reckoned amongst those who were 
considered important during the Council, they are made 
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responsible for the agreements reached at that time. And did 
James assent responsibly to Peter's agreement in order to 
disavow it with Peter after he had pushed him into second 
place amongst the Jerusalem authorities ? 

Besides, I had written: In addition the hypothesis does not 
at all achieve what it is intended to achieve. It should explain 
in particular v. 6, which it accordingly paraphrases: "Those 
who are todgy reputed to be something—that then they were 
nothing makes no difference to me, God shows no partiality— 
those who are now of repute added nothing to me then.' It is 
obvious that such a statement about which certainly no one 
will disagree with Paul is meaningless and ridiculous as an 
apology. Moreover, o; ÓOKOÚVTES in v. 6 can be understood 
only as it is in v. 2 and v. 9, hence 'those who were of repute 
then'. 

Wihilst Klein does not deal with the latter decisive objection, 
he replies to the preceding one: Tt is precisely the present 
universally conspicuous position of authority of the "pillars" 
led by James which might provoke the Galatian opponents to 
say that Paul depended especially on them' (op. cit., pp. 318f.). 
But this only increases the absurdity. For now Paul's 
opponents must have reproached him with depending on 
authorities, who (according to Klein) were at that time by no 
means the authorities; and Paul, instead of defending himself 
against misrepresentation of the actual historical facts, is said 
to have declared this misrepresentation in the parenthesis of v. 
6 explicitly as of no account, although the accusation against 
him rested on this misrepresentation alone. 

Finally, if Klein considers that his proposal is the only 
possible one for solving the problems in Gal. 2.1—10, 1 am 
unable to share such pessimism. The iaav in the decisive v. 6 
possibly refers to the fact that at the time of the letter to the 
Galatians the circle of the ÓOKOÚVTES or of the CTÕÃoCE, as 
such, no longer existed. John's brother ames had suffered a 
martyr's death, Peter was (v. 7) at work as a missionary 
outside erusalem, and the position of James, the Lord's 
brother, was therefore also no onger that of one of the three 
ÔOKOÚVTES, whatever it might have been formerly. The 
emphasis in the parenthesis in v. 6 does not in fact lie on the 
iaav, but on the &roiot TOTE, and accordingly v. 6 means: 
those who were of some importance—what importance it was 
does not interest me, for it is of no importance to God—added 
nothing to me. Hence we are concerned in the parenthesis 
with a typical Pauline remark. 
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PAUL'S LAST VISIT TO JERUSALEM 


1. WE turn now to the account of Paul's reception 
in Jerusalem in Acts 21.15-—26. This account need, 
of course, occupy our attention only if we can with 
some confidence consider it to be historical. So it is 
necessary to say something about the sources of 
the Acts. ! All commentators are agreed that the 
author of Acts had at his disposal good material for 
describing some parts of the Pauline missionary 
activity. There are many indications that he 
possessed a consecutive source with information 
about it. Dibelius in his essays on the Acts has 
frequently stated that this source was an itinerary, 
that is, a record of the stopping-places on his 
travels. 'It appears that this itinerary also 
contained comments upon the apostles' reception, 
their hosts, their activities and the results '2 
Dibelius regarded the Sitz im Leben of this 
itinerary—he speaks of it only in passing—as lying 
in the fact that 'For practical reasons an account of 
this kind would have to be used on such journeys in 
order that if the journey were to be repeated the 
way and former hosts could be found once more.' 2 
Recently G. Schille“ has rightly raised objections to 
this view. The picture of Paul's missionary work, 
which an itinerary originating in this way 
presupposes, conflicts with everything which we 
know for certain about Pauline missionary activity. 
Besides, the itinerary, even within the restricted 
limits given to it by Dibelius, goes far beyond a 
record for such a practical purpose. It has a 
definite literary quality. So it looks as if the 
itinerary were in Dibelius's view a single piece of a 
literary type. Again Schilleº is correct in bringing 
out that we have no other example of such a 
literary type. These 


1 Cf. Haenchen, 13th ed., pp. 72-80. 
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2 Dibelius, Acts, p. 104, cf. pp. 69f. 

êP. 126; cf. pp. 210f. 

“Die Fragwuúrdigkeit eines Itinerars der Paulusreisen', TLZ 

84, 1959, cols. 

1657, especially col. 

174.º Op. cit., col. 

174. 
70—718 


points suffice to demonstrate how precarious it is 
to postulate an itinerary as a source ofActs. 

What is to be done now ? Shall we, as Schille 
proposes, explain by 'a reference to Luke's literary 
ability' º what hitherto seemed to be explained by 
the hypothesis of the itinerary? The material used 
by Luke is completely incompatible with this, and 
hardly anything of what appears to come from the 
'itinerary' can be explained by Luke's literary 
motives which are recognizable in the other 
sections of Acts. ” 

The way out of this dilemma is to be sought in 
the opposite direction. 'It is one of the 
characteristics of the missionary aretologies of 
antiquity to string a number of individual stories on 
to the thread of an apostle's wanderings. '8 These 
missionary aretologies are parallelled in other 
ancient travel literature. & In these, as Norden 
shows, the 'I' or 'we' style is often alternated with 
narrative in the third person. º%º The source which 


64 G. Bornkamm, My:bos und Legende in den apokrypben Thomas-Akten 
(FRLANT 49), 1933, p. 2. 

65 E. Norden, Agnostos Tbeos!, 1956, pp. 31327. Although we 
are justified in rejecting the untenable theory of the sources of 
Acts worked out by Norden, yet we must not overlook 
whatever serviceable material he collected. 

Cf. also the important study of R. Sóden, Die apokrypben 
Apostelgescbichten and die romanhafte Literatur der Antike, 1932; R. 
Reizenstein, Hellenistische WandererzábIgngen?, 1963, passim. 

66 There are no grounds for Haenchen's opinion that the 
itinerary and the 'we' 'had nothing to do with each other' (pp. 
434f./429f.). The so-called 'we' source is a component part of the 
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we wrongly call an itinerary also belongs to this 
literary type. It was more than a list of 
haltingplaces. Only Luke has often let the abrupt 
statements about these places on the joumey 
remain with little alteration, so that they stand out 
conspicuously in his book and could easily give rise 
to the itinerary hypothesis. He has on, the other 
hand, dealt very freely with the narrative material 
of the missionary report and made it to a 
considerable extent serve his own style of 
recording the events. Therefore it is impossible to 
reconstruct Luke's source in detail. !! 
This conception of the source problem in the 
Pauline portion 
Ê Op. cit., col. 174. 
ij Cf. Haenchen, 13th ed., pp. 14%. 


so-called “itinerary'. Cf. Conzelmann in his review of Haenchen's 
commentary in TLZ 85, 1960, col. 244. Haenchen now no longer 
maintains the above-mentioned opinion ; see the next note. 

uCf. Haenchen, 'Das "Wir" in der Apostelgeschichte und 
das Itinerar', ZTK 58, 1961, pp. 329-66, especially p. 366. The 
conclusions of this important essay suffer nevertheless in my 
opinion from the fact that the author starts from the 
hypothesis that 'Luke' had an itinerary in front of him, instead 
of first testing this hypothesis. 
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71—72 to 


of the Acts cannot be demonstrated in detail here, 
but it will hold good for the section, Acts 21.15— 
26. 

2. Verses 15—18 of this section are generally and 
for sound reasons considered to be a more or less 
verbatim reproduction of the older travel report. 
Perhaps v. 19 also still belongs to this source and 
Acts 1 5-4, 12 may have been shaped in accordance 
with it. But from v. 20 Luke is undoubtedly 
speaking himself, of course also on the basis of a 
source. The whole story in 21.20-—27 cannot be 
just a fabrication. This is supported by the fact, 
amongst many others, that the account which Luke 
gives in vv. 23ff. of the cultic rite attributed to Paul 
remains essentially unintelligible. A Nazirite order 
which Paul joins for seven days does not exist. 22 
Yet we can well accept Luke's account as a 
partially understood reproduction of a prototype. !º 
Moreover, the record of the journey can hardly 
have ended with the arrival in Jerusalem, especially 
as it had contained earlier allusions to the arrest 
which was to be expected (Acts 21.4, 10ff.). !! 
Consequently Luke reproduced his source in a 
version of his own. 

A typically Lucan trait, for instance, is the 
statement in v. 20 that there are among the Jews 
many tens of thousands of those who have 
believed. This is a boundless exaggeration which is 
particularly noticeable when we observe that 
according to v. 22 all these tens of thousands are 
supposed to live in Jerusalem. !º Luke, of course, 
takes this number for granted; for, after all, in the 
earliest period he lets 3,000 members be added to 
the Church by baptism in one day (Acts 2.41). 

According to v. 17, Paul and his companions 
were received gladly by 'the brethren' on their 
arrival in Jerusalem. That does not mean that the 
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whole church appeared to receive Paul; but it is 
certainly not implied that the 'brethren' were 
'primarily Hellenists'. ” It can only mean that the 
Jerusalem church as such received Paul gladly 
through its members present in Mnason's house. It 

2 There is a good discussion of this question in Haenchen, 
pp. 5467%/540ff. ; how little Luke knew about the nature of the 
Nazirite rule appears forcibly also in Acts 
18.18 (see p. 96). 

* Haenchen, pp. 548f./542f. 

uSee in addition Haenchen, p. 548/542. 

'5 According to the calculation of J. Jeremias, Jerusalem had 
during Roman times a population of about 25,000 ('Die 
Einwohnerzahl Jerusalems zur Zeit Jesu', Zeitschrift des 
Deutschen Palâstina-Vereins, 1943, pp. 24-31). 

72—73 agrees with this that on the following day 
the leaders of this church were already assembled 
when Paul with his companions visited James: the 
conference had already been arranged on the 
preceding day (21.18). It does not agree with this 
that according to v. 22 the church in Jerusalem 
does not yet know about Paul's arrival. But this 
contradiction cannot be removed by the 
explanation just mentioned that the brethren in v. 
17 must be considered the adherents of an 
exclusively Hellenist group in the church. &For the 
ignorance of the church about Paul's arrival 
cannot, after all, be reconciled with the fact that 
the elders of the church had already been called 


67 R. Knopfin Die scbriften des NT; 1907, Lp. 63 2 ; so also Haenchen, pp. 


54415 38; W. Beyer, p. 129; cf. H. H. Wendt, Die Apostelgescbicbte, 
ad loc. 

68 Even the existence of such a group is very improbable. 
For after the persecution of Stephen it is unlikely that 
conditions for the Hellenists would have improved so much 
that the broken community could be gathered together again. 
On the contrary! The death of both the one and the other 
James, and the flight of the Christians from Jerusalem before 
the Jewish revolt, show that as time passed the position also 
ofthe 'Hebrews' in Jerusalem became more and more 
untenable. 
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together for a conference with Paul. º7º Hence the 
hand of Luke can be felt in v. 22 as well. 

Now, Luke's description in vv. 20ff. arouses 
misgivings on basic matters, too. Were the Jewish 
Christians of Jerusalem really inwraiTOR vdpov? 
Everything that we have ascertained so far tells 
against this. They observed the Law, but were not 
zealous for it. If nevertheless Luke is describing 
the Jerusalem church correctly, the question 
remains: For what reason would Paul have had to 
show it proof of his—non-existent—fidelity to the 
Law ? Was there, in fact, any physical danger on 
the part of the Jewish Christians from which the 
friendly elders of these Christians wished to 
protect him ? What a foolish idea! According to 
Luke's account the leaders of the church are in any 
case convinced that the rumours branding Paul as 
an antinomian agitator amongst the Jews in the 
Diaspora are incorrect. How, then, can the church 
as a whole believe them ? Therefore we cannot 
accept Luke's description. 

Attempts have been made to solve these 
difficulties by means of literary criticism: “The 
words of the church members are not at all strange 
if they refer to Jews and not to Jewish Christians. 
Hence objections are raised to memorevxórwvin v. 20. 
19 This solution is analogous to the antiquated 
method of assuming throughout Acts 73-74 to 


a source with comments and of reconstructing this 
source by omitting the additions. But the account 
in Acts 21.19-—26 is a literary unity. Yet Preuschen 
was right in seeing that the historical issue of the 
conference between Paul and the church leaders 


69 Cf. also Munck, Paul, pp. 239fr. 
70 E. Preuschen, Die Apostelgescbitbte, p. 126, following F. C. 
Baur, Paglw, 1845, 
p. 200, and followed by Munck, p. 240, E. Schwartz, A. D. 
Nock, and others. 
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must have been such that the reaction to be 
expected on the part of the Jews was pointed out to 
the apostle; that is, just that reaction which he 
himself already feared according to Rom. 15-31. 
The tension between vv. 17f. and v. 22 must then 
be ascribed to Luke, who has not quite fitted the 
source material admitted in vv. 17f. into his 
modified description of the historical events. 

The substance of the formulation of the reproach 
against Paul in v. 21 goes back undoubtedly to the 
source: “You teach all the Diaspora Jews to forsake 
Moses, telling them not to circumcise their 
children nor observe the customs.' For 21.28 shows 
Luke's wording. "It was exactly this accusation on 
the part of the Jews which the Jewish Christians 
were bound to fear when they included Paul in 
their fellowship. They were aware of this at the 
latest since the  persecution of Stephen's 
community. The fear of this accusation led to the 
agreement of the 'Apostolic Council' in which Paul 
relinquished the mission to the Jews. It was also 
the same fear which led Peter (+opoógtvos TOôs 
“reptTOpbús) on the urging of James to resume the 
separate life ofthe Jewish Christians in Antioch. 

There can be no doubt that the Jewish authorities 
in Jerusalem were as well informed about Paul's 
activities as about the conditions in the Jerusalem 
church. It follows certainly from what was said 
above on pp. 477, that the accusation against Paul 
in the form reproduced in v. 21 was not justified. 2 
James and the elders rightly proceed from the fact 


71 See pp. 27f. 

72 Cf. In addition J. Weiss, Apostelgeschichte, p. 36: "That this 
accusation against Paul was really unjust must quite franklv be 
conceded, so it appears to me. For there seems to be no possible 
doubt that Paul neither preached freedom from the Law to the 
Jews, nor advised Jewish Christians not to circumcise their 
children. Nor can it be doubted that it must have been a 
matter of concern to Paul to refute prejudices of this kind.' 
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that Paul had not preached the rejection of the Law 
to the Jews (but the gospel to the Gentiles), in 
accordance with the agreement of Gal. 2.9. 
However, it is not particularly surprising that such 
an accusation could, in fact, be brought against 
Paul. No doubt Jews, too, attached themselves to 

Paul's churches, and these had thereby given up 
the observance of 74-75 the Law if they had not 
done so already earlier; certainly many of these 
Jews had also given up letting their children be 
circumcised. 4 It is only to be expected that these 
cases would be represented as the successes of the 
anti-Jewish propaganda of the hated apostate Paul. 


But this could not be a matter of indifference to 
the JewishChristian church. They had to attempt to 
divest themselves of the accusations against Paul if 
they did not wish to remain aloof from him—and 
his contributions! Before we examine this attempt 
we must ask why Luke re-arranged the historical 
facts so far as to represent the Jewish Christians 
themselves in place of the Jews as being those who 
were zealously concerned for the Law to be 
fulfilled. After what has been said, it should be 
clear that this is the case. This is corroborated 
beyond all shadow of doubt by the fact that it was 
not the Jewish Christians who laid their hands on 
Paul, but the Jews. The answer to our question is to 
be found in Luke's bias which we have already 
noticed and discussed earlier, whereby the 


73 See pp. 54ff. 
Cf, «W. Foerster, Die ô0R0úvres', 289 - “The fears of the primitive 
Chútch arose not from Paul's preaching to the Gentiles, but 
from the rumour that he was taking the gospel to the Jewish 
Christians.' 

74 See p. 32, n. 65 ; ct. atso H. Conzelmann, The Theolog ofSt 

Luke, pp. 147f. 

sein addition Luke's account-and this is of special 
importance to the author— turns Palestine into a half-Christian 
country 1 
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Christian church is represented as the true 
Judaism. * This bias, which pervades the whole of 
the Acts, will be carried so far as to make Paul 
appear before the Council as a paragon of 
obedience to the Law : Acts 23. Iff. ; 24.14ff. ; 
26.4ff. The historical record which presupposed a 
tension unwelcome to Luke between Jews and 
Jewish Christians thus gave place in Acts 21.19— 
26 to a narrative making the Jewish Christians the 
advocates of Pharisaism. ?* This transformation of 
the narrative gave Luke no more trouble than 
Preuschen was disposed to take when he wished to 
reconstruct the historical record by deleting two 
words. * Of course, we must not ask Luke whether 
he was not himself struck by the improbability of 
the report which he has given us. 

3. After what has been said it can be considered 
certain that Paul had to clear himself before the 
Jews from the accusation made 


75 This deletion, proposed already by F. C. Baur, has been 
accepted also by Bultmann, amongst others, and recently also by Munck 
(Paul, pp. 24tf.), who adopted and substantiated it-—assessing 
correctly the historical position, but failing to appreciate the 
literary quality ofActs. 
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against him. Doubts are always being felt whether 
he attempted to do so in the way described by 
Luke. We have already pointed out that Haenchen 
has shown up the essential impossibility of the 
account given of it. This presupposes the 
misunderstanding of a source which according to 
Haenchen's hypothesis described how Paul first 
purifed himself from the levitical defilement 
acquired by his having lived abroad, “in order to 
take part afterwards in the ceremony releasing 
four Nazirites from their vow and to pay their 
expenses. If this were so, the source would 
therefore already have told about  Paul's 
observance of the Law in this case. 7” This source is 
reliable. We could then see the connexion between 
the contributions collected for the Jerusalem poor 
and the financial help to the poor Nazirites and 
could let this connexion supply the reason for 
Paul's being required to show proof in this manner 
that he on no account forbade Jews to keep the 
Law. 

Now Haenchen's thesis is no more than an 
attempt—although a skilful one—to solve the 
problems of our passage, and as such it is no 
compelling proof that Paul actually behaved in the 
manner ascribed to him. Yet I find it hard to see 
how Luke's account can be explained if it has no 
historical foundation. That Luke invented this 
complicated story is an impossible hypothesis, 
particularly in view of his method of going to work. 
And we can also hardly assume that here he is 


76 Billetbeck Il, pp. 758ff. 

77 It is true that Paul himself made no vow not did he offer 
any sacrifice for himself. Jerusalem was not so much concerned 
with Paul's personal behaviour regarding the Law, but rather 
with his attitude to the observance of the Law by the Jews by 
birth who had been admitted into the Christian Church. 
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following an unhistorical rumour—the origin of 
which would require to be explained—although he 
was following at least as far as 21.18 an excellent 
source; for then the whole scene of the uproar in 
the temple and of the arrest outside the temple 
would be unhistorical. Besides, as we saw, the 
traces in 21.207 of traditions agreeing with the 
source must not be overlooked, *º and this source 
cannot have contained anything completely 
different from what Luke accepts from it for his 
account. 

Only the most serious doubts about Luke's 
description of Paul's behaviour could induce us to 
reject Luke's report com76-77 
pletely. I do not know what kind of doubts these 
might be. Of course, we ought not interpret Paul's 
behaviour, as Luke does, as a sign that he himself 
lived in loyalty to the Law (21.24). 2º It was merely 
Paul's wish and duty to demonstrate by his 
behaviour that he by no means required the Jews 
and the Jewish Christians to abandon obedience to 
the Law. In fact, he had never required this. We 
need only recall again the agreement of the 
'Apostolic Council! at which he explicitly accepted 
Peter's mission to the Jews which observed the 
Law. But if he considered it to be a possibility, or 
even a duty (I Cor. 7.18f.), for a Jewish Christian to 
remain within the Jewish nation as established by 


78 should also like to attribute to the influence 


of the soúrce the fact that in Acts 21 the twelve apostles, who 
up till then dominated the scene in Jerusalem, have suddenly 
disappeared and only James appears with the elders. 
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the Law, provided that the Law was not 
considered, as it was by the Pharisees, to be the 
means of salvation, *º then he could not think that 
he was prohibited from observing a legal rite 
himself, if it served a useful purpose and could be 
done without endangering his preaching. He 
explicitly acknowledges that such is his practice: 
“To the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to win 
Jews; to those under the law I became as one under 
the law—though not being myself under the law— 
that I might win those under the law' (I Cor. 9.20). 
When ought he to have applied this principle, if not 
under the circumstances of his last stay in 
Jerusalem ? In the conditions prevailing in 
Jerusalem, an antinomianism based on principle 
would have been the best way of ensuring failure 
to win a single Jew; but it was his deepest longing 
— although he was himself only a missionary to the 
Gentiles—that his fellow countrymen, too, might 
confess Jesus as the Christ (Rom. 911). 

Moreover, it was a very mild case of legal 
observance to redeem a few Nazirites after a cultic 
purification; for this proceeding 

ºº H. J. Holtzmann, Die Apostelgeschicbte, ad loc., is quite 
right in seeing that the whole of Acts 21.20-—26 tells of an act 
of confession, not of accommodation. There is widespread 
inclination to regard this section as a source with comments, 
and this told against the reliability of the record; for the 
deletion of the last seven words of 
v. 24 could not make the source credible. A correct 
interpretation of Holtzmann's remark shows that the whole 
account in its literary form is due to Luke, who transformed 
the act of accommodation into an act ofconfession. 

so Of course, there is no question 
here of abnormally strict Jewish 
existence. The bulk of the Jewish nation 
were not at all inclined to Pharisiasm. 
The high standards required by 
righteousness according to the Law were 
far from being within the reach of 
everyone. But even the accursed am 
haaretz, which could not be righteous in 
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the eyes of the Law, yet observed the 
Law. There was no other way of living as 
a Jew among Jews. Paul could have no 
hesitation about retaining this practical 
understanding of the Law for ewish 
Christians, the majority of whom 
certainly did not come from Pharisaic 
circ es. They belonged to the am baaretz, 
as the anti-Pharisaic bias of the synoptic 
tradition demonstrates. 


77-18 


could be regarded as an act of charity rather than 
understood as a measure ofpersonal submission to 
the Law. 

The question still remains—and here lies the 
most serious objection—whether Paul's behaviour 
does not render him guilty of the same hypocrisy 
with which he reproaches Peter in Antioch with so 
much indignation. But, if we have taken the right 
view of the matter, it was the possible effects of 
Peter's decision on the Gentile-Christian churches 
which for Paul gave importance to this decision, 
not Peter's action as such; effects of this kind were 
not be be feared in Jerusalem. But the 
reprehensible conduct of the Antiochene Jewish 
Christians consisted above all in their separating 
themselves from the Gentile Christians. Paul would 
never have considered it blameworthy if during the 
period when they sat at table with the Gentiles 
they had on their part in other respects observed 
the customs prescribed by the Law as well. 
Presumably this had also occurred, as we saw. 
Paul, on the other hand, whilst having no intention 
of giving up his own freedom from the Law, does 
no more than to show by his action that he does 
not forbid the Law to be observed. If the apostle is 
not thought capable of this, it is implied that he 
finds his salvation not in obedience to the Law but 
in freedom from the Law, whilst, in fact, he finds it 
in Christ, who demands such love to one's brother 
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that even Christian freedom can be relinguished (I 
Cor. 810). 

4. In this connexion we must examine two other 
statements in Acts which raise the same problems 
as those we have just considered. In Acts 16.1—3 
we are told that Timothy of Lystra joined Paul as a 
fellow worker on his journey through Lycaonia, but 
that first Paul circumcised him. 

The commentators are perfectly right in not 
disputing the fact that the narrative about Timothy 
reveals reliable traditions. Whilst 16.4f. certainly 
betrays Luke's hand, *! vv. 1—3 might be derived 
from a source. The wording ofthe verses contains 
nothing typically Lucan. But their substance seems 
even to Haenchen so questionable that in this case 
he agrees with the Túbingen school and lets Luke 
succumb to an unreliable tradition; *2 this opinion is 
not quite intelligible in view of his treatment of the 
scene in Jerusalem. 


Bs See the commentaries. *? Pp. 
425ff./420ff. 78—79 


Timothy is the child of a mixed marriage. 
Therefore according to Jewish law Timothy was a 
Jew. * Luke states that Paul circumcised him 
because of the Jews in those places; they all knew 
that his father was a Gentile and therefore— 
evidently this is how Luke imagines the situation— 
they would have made difficulties for Paul in his 
missionary work. Of course, if Paul always begins it 
in the synagogues he can hardly have an 
uncircumcised Jew as his colleague ! ** But we saw 
that it was Luke's interpretation which made Paul's 
missionary activity begin in the synagogues. Then 
it is natural to attribute the account of Timothy's 
circumcision to this interpretation, which is 
intended to furnish at every point the evidence so 
important for Luke, namely that Christianity is a 
variety of Judaism. At any rate, one thing seems 
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certain: for the sake of his mission, as Luke's 
account implies, Paul had hardly any need to have 
Timothy circumcised. He was not a missionary to 
the Jews. 

But what would the church in Jerusalem say if 
Paul had been accompanied on his mission by an 
uncircumcised Jew as his closest fellow worker ? 
That would have given all possible support to the 
charge that Paul was enticing Jews to abandon the 
Law. * The uncircumcised Jew Timothy could have 
become no small embarrassment to Paul's 
relationship to the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem, 
who in view of the unity of Christendom had to 
take responsibility in the eyes of the Jewish 
authorities for what Paul did. But Paul had always 
endeavoured earnestly and in harmony with the 
Jerusalem church to avoid any such 
embarrassment, so as neither to subject them to 
Stephen's fate nor to force them to hold themselves 
aloof from the Gentile Christians. n view of this it 
can well be supposed that he had Timothy 
circumcised. 

This must not be contrasted with Gal. 2.3. Titus, 
who according to this passage in the letter to 
Galatians was not circumcised, was a Gentile, as 
Paul adds explicitly (for in the case of a Jew by 
birth the problem would have presented itself in a 
different way). 

* Billerbeck Il, p. 741. In view of the fact that Timothy was 
the child of an illegal mixed marriage and uncircumcised, the 
statements in 11 Tim. 1.5; 3.15 turn out to be pious legends. Or 
was the liberal attitude of Hellenistic ewry so pronounced that 
illegal conduct of this kind could be compatible with we - 
known piety? 

é | do not understand how at the same time Timothy's 
circumcision can be disputed and Paul's approach to the 


synagogues can be asserted. *% O. Bauernfeind, Die 
Apostelgeschichte, p. 204. 


79-80 
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Similarly the remark in Gal. 5-3 % is made to 
Gentiles, to whom circumcision could only mean 
the acceptance of the Law as a religious duty. On 
the other hand, for the Jew circumcision was first 
of all admission into the Jewish national 
community, and for many Jews it was never more 
than this; for Jewish Christians it remained just 
this. It was in this sense that Paul recognized the 
observance of the Law by the Jewish Christians *” 
and for prudent and practical reasons relinquished 
the mission to the Jews which disregarded the Law. 
But since he did so, it is hard to see why he ought 
not for the same reasons to circumcise the Jewish- 
Christian Timothy as well. In that case Luke's 
account would be correct in that Paul circumcised 
Timothy because of the Jews, though it was, in fact, 
not because of the Jews who were the objects of his 
mission, but because of the hostile Jewry in 
Jerusalem, “% to whom no unnecessary and 
avoidable pretext for taking action against the 
Christians should be provided. 

All this need not prove that Paul actually 
circumcised Timothy. It only indicates a simple 
explanation of the reason for a circumcision of this 
kind, one which was, in fact, really necessary if 
Timothy was actually uncircumcised. If, therefore, 
the other details appear to inspire confidence in 
the critics, nothing prevents us from assuming that 
Timothy really was circumcised by Paul. In that 
case this assumption enables us to put aside the 
difficult task of finding an explanation for the 
appearance of the unhistorical legend about 
Timothy's circumcision. For that Luke invented the 
whole story out of his own head conflicts 
completely with his literary method. *º 

86 'T testify again to every man who receives circumsion that 
he is bound to keep the whole Law.' 


37 '"Though he had completely abolished the old 
conditions (of the Law), still for the Jews he had only abolished 


135 


Paul and James 
them as establishing merit. He never dreamed of dispensing 
with them as the given customary law for Jews. Hence in 
general he lived "as without the Law" but also under certain 
circumstances as under the Law' (A. von Harnack, The Date of 
the Acts and the Synoptic Gospels, ET [New Testament Studies 
4], 1911, p. 55). 

38 Of course, it must also immediately provoke the anger 
of the Jews in Paul's missionary area if he had surrounded 
himself with uncircumcised Jews. It was the former who first 
notified the authorities in Jerusalem. Thus Paul himself would 
have come to experience the immediate effect of what he was 
doing. The reason given in 16.3 for Timothy's circumcision 
might have stood in a source in this sense. ÔôLàã eroôs 
lovôatovs does not necessarily mean: to facilitate the mission 
to the Jews; it can mean instead: in order to avoid unnecessary 
difficulties with the Jews (in the mission to the Gentiles). 

é Of course, Luke could make good use of this account. For 
it demonstrated what close contact Paul and the Gentile 
maintained with Judaism. 


80 


The other statement belonging to this context 
occurs in Acts 18.18 : Paul was sailing to Syria 
K€cpdptvos b K€yxp€CEis Tiv K€+aAÓv. €tx€v yáp 
€oxóv. This remark is unlikely to apply to Aquila, 
who is accompanying Paul; it applies instead to the 
apostle himself, as the commentators with few 
exceptions assume. *º Evidently a Nazirite vow is in 
mind. ”º But for that purpose the hair is allowed to 
grow, it is not cut. The release from a vow of this 
kind had to take place in Jerusalem. There is no 
evidence for the fact that it was permitted to cut 
off one's hair abroad beforehand. *º! The Jew 
coming from abroad had to live for at least thirty 
days in Judea before he could undertake the 
ceremonies in the Temple which released him. “& 
Paul would therefore have had to spend at least a 
month in Jerusalem. But there are serious doubts 


79 Cf. Acts 18.18 with 21.23f. 
80 Billerbeck 11, p. 749. 
48 Tbid. 


81 Haenchen, pp. 
489f/483f. 45 Ibid. 
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more generally about the journey to Jerusalem 
mentioned here." Consequently Luke's whole 
statement is hardly intelligible by itself. It is 
possible that it goes back to some piece of 
information which Luke is using. But it tells us 
nothing which would enable us to understand it. If 
Paul had really travelled to Jerusalem, he might 
have done in anticipation as a preventive what the 
Jewish Christians suggested to him on his last 
arrival in Jerusalem. But such a hypothesis remains 
pure speculation and is, moreover, hardly likely. 

It is a more natural conjecture that Luke framed 
at least the vow in 18.18-—even if not necessarily 
the whole journey—on the model of the scene in 
Acts 21.15-—26 in order to make the same point 
which he adds to the later account by 
interpretation, namely what a law-abiding 
Christian Paul had been after all. 

It is also not impossible that in addition to the 
good source of Paul's last stay in Jerusalem Luke 
possessed a very bad tradition of the same event 
which, perhaps even without noticing that it was a 
duplicate, he incorporated into Paul's Syrian 
journey. We may feel some confidence in the 
account of this journey to Syria, whilst it is 
inexplicable why Paul goes from Ephesus to 
Antioch via Caesarea. *º 


“º For example, E. Preuschen. 
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THE 'APOSTOLIC DECREE' 


THE treatment of the problem of the 'Apostolic 
Decree' by Haenchen! is so excellent that we can 
deal with this matter briefly. The four regulations 
in the decree come from the Holiness Code of the 
Old Testament and are found there in the same 
order? as in Acts 1 5.29 and 21.25 : é to abstain 
from what has been sacrificed to idols, * from 
blood, from what has been strangled º* and from 
unchastityº (Lev. 17f.). 7 These regulations are 
enjoined not only upon the Jews but also upon 
pagans living in their land: Lev. 17.8, 12, 13; 
18.26. For their infringement defiles the whole 
land. On the other hand, when the pagans 
observed them it was posSible for Jews and pagans 
to live together. Thus these regulations served not 
to cut the Jewish population off from foreigners but 
to keep the promised land holy, and thereby to 
enable an existence according to the Law to be 
lived there. They remained valid for dwellers in 
Palestine up to the rabbinic period * and were 
doubtless recognized as such also by the God- 
fearers in the Diaspora, º at times supplemented by 
the law of the sabbath, also binding on non-Jews, 
and by other regulations (prohibition of pork, etc.). 

A Pp. 415-—19/410—14; cf. E. Haenchen in Judentum, 


Urcbristentgm, Kirche (Festschrift fúr J. Jeremias, BZNW 26), 
1960, pp. 160ff. 

É We are disregarding the undoubtedly later 'Western' 
wording of the 'Apostolic Decree'. Cf. W. G. Kúmmel, 'Die 
alteste Form des Aposteldekrets' (in Spiritgs ef Veritas, 1953, 
PP. 83-98). 

8 Cf. H. Waitz, 'Das Problem des sogenannten 
Aposteldekrets', ZKG 55, 1936, pp. 228f. 

«The prohibition of eating meat sacrificed to idols, including 
particularly the sacrifices in pagan temples. 

é Meat not slaughtered according to the Jewish ritual. 

5 ropveta here denotes the consanguineous marriages 
forbidden in Lev. 18.618 ; Billerbeck Il, pp. 729f. Kúmmel 
holds another view in 'Die àlteste Form des Aposteldekrets'. 
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7 The first three regulations do not mean at all the same 
thing as Lietzmann (Kleine Schrifien TI, pp. 2927) supposes. A 
glance at Lev. 17f. refutes this conception. * Billerbeck II, pp. 
721ff. 

º For obvious reasons (see Billerbeck Il, pp. 716f.) the 
rabbinic writings only rarely mention the a€Pdp€YOL. So we 
depend mainly on the New Testament for information about 
them. Cf. also Josephus, c. Apion. 2.10, 39. Cf. also Schoeps, 
Paulus, pp. 232ff.; see above, pp. 61f. 

PJ.-G 
81-82 


They form, too, the matrix of the seven so-called 
Noachic precepts compiled by the rabbinic 
scholars as God's ordinances binding on all people, 
but  hardly likely to have had practical 
significance.10 

The regulations of the 'Apostolic Decree' are 
therefore Mosaic rules for the Gentiles. This was 
known to Luke, as Acts 15.20f. shows. 
Consequently in the framework of his presentation 
of the facts this decree bears witness to the 
concord between (Gentile) Christianity and 
Judaism which Luke always emphasizes. ! What 
value as history must we assign to it ? 

That this decree was decided at the 'Apostolic 
Council! is plainly disproved by Gal. 2.6. !2 

Most commentators today assume that it 
originated in the period after the scene in Antioch 
described by Paul (Gal. 2.1 If) and was 
recommended by the Jewish Christians to the 
Gentile Christians in order to make table- 
fellowship possible between them. * This thesis is 
based on Acts 21.25. Here, so the argument runs, 
the 'Apostolic Decree' is introduced as something 
unknown to Paul, although Paul himself is, in fact, 
supposed to have taken it from Jerusalem to 
Antioch (Acts 15.227) and into his mission area 
(Acts 16.4). Hence we have in 21.25 an account 
from a source which Luke has not reconciled with 
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the rest of his story. This source knows that the 
Apostolic Decree originated in Jerusalem and lets 
Paul be informed of it here for the first time. This 
explanation agrees with the fact that Paul shows 
no knowledge in any of his letters of the 
regulations contained in these instructions, but 
allows Gentile Christians to eat meat sacrificed to 


idols contrary to these regulations (I Cor .8-10).! 
1oBillerbeck 11, p. 722; 111, pp. 36ff. 


uHaenchen, pp. 416f./41 If. 

12Ã different view is held, for example, by Lyder Brun, 
'Apostelkoncil und Aposteldekret', in Paulus und die 
Urgemeinde, 1921; A. S. Geyser in Studia Paglina, pp. 124ff. 

'8 The long list of scholars (in Haenchen, pp. 415/410', cf. 
Cullmann, Peter, pp. 50) holding this point of view could be 
extended. An astonishing consensus of opinion has developed 
in this; it is especially astonishing in view of its slender 
exegetical foundation. Cf. Hahn, Mission, pp. 83f. 

uR. Bultmann ('Zur Frage nach den Quellen der 
Apostelgeschichte', in New Testament Essays, Studies in 
memory of T. W. Manson, 1959, pp. 71ff.) in a discussion with 
Haenchen and following W. Bousset (ZNW 14, 1913, pp. 156— 
162) goes farther when he conjectures that in Acts 15 a 
written source was used 'which told of a conference of which 
this decree was the outcome' (p. 73). Luke is said to have been 
the first to introduce Paul and Barnabas to this source. This is 
rightly rejected by Haenchen (see p. 97, n. 1), pp. 160ff. 
82-83 The 'Apostolic Decree' 


But already F. Overbeck!* and H. J. Holtzmannº 
took a more correct view; Haenchen, !82, too, is 
right in insisting with them that it was not a source 
but Luke who quotes the 'Apostolic Decree' in Acts 
21.25. His intention is not to let Paul be told about 
something new, but to inform the readers what is 
the position with regard to the Gentile Christians, 
after they had heard that Jewish Christians ought 
to observe the Law in its entirety. It was important 


1 


82 P. 132. Cf. also A. Loisy, Les Actes des Apbtres, Paris, 1920, 
Pp. 799€. 


83 « Pp. 417/412; 547/541 ; see also Dibelius, Acts, p. 99. 
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for Luke to impress information of this kind 
repeatedly on his reader; for the fact of the 
'Apostolic  Decree' certainly displayed the 
Judaizing' bias of the Gentile Christians—that is, 
really Luke's own bias. We cannot credit even an 
author who writes with such bold strokes as Luke 
does with letting Paul be told twice for the first 
time about the 'Apostolic Decree'. Thus we do not, 
in fact, learn from Luke at all where the decree 
originated, since in any case it cannot have been at 
the 'Apostolic Council". 

Haenchen* assumes that it was recognized in 
Luke's time, perhaps attributed to the apostles 
already before his time and fitted by him into the 
history in the way we know. 

Now it is, in fact, correct that the Christians 
continued to forbid consanguineous marriages 
(ropvda); it corresponds, indeed, essentially also to 
Roman law. *º Moreover, a strong repugnance to 
eating meat offered to idols can be confirmed for 
the second century: Justin (Dial. 34.8; 35.1); Rev. 
2.14, 20', Irenaeus (Haer. 1 6.3; 24-5; 26.3; 28.2) 
and Tertullian (Haer. 33). But these passages, 
which can be multiplied, leave us in no doubt that 
it is always the struggle with libertarian Gnosis 
which brings home to the Christians of the Church 
the need to prohibit meat sacrificed to idols. 

Finally, Minucius Felix (9-5), Eusebius (Eccl. 
Hist. V 1.26) and Tertullian (Apol. 9.13) defend 
themselves against the stereotyped accusation!? 
that they murder and consume children by pointing 


84 Pp. 417f./412f.; cf. H. Conzelmann in RGGº III, col. 136f. : 
“In post-apostolic times we find it in force generally.' 
85 cf. H. Baltensweiler, 'Die Ehebruchsklauseln bei 


Mattháus', TZ 15, 1959, pp. 3 'Of.; ia, 'Erwâgungen zu I Thess. 4-3-8, TZ 
19, 1963, pp. 7f. 


es also K. Rudolph, Die Mandãerl (FRLANT 74), 1960, p. 39 n. 
6. 
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with equal regularity to the contents of the 
'Apostolic Decree', 


sKgrze Erklârgng der Apostelgeschichte, by W. M. L. de 
Wette, Leipzig, 1870', PP. 379f., 383f. 
83-84 


which forbids them even to partake of blood and of 
meat unless slaughtered according to the Jewish 
ritual. Therefore, at any rate in times of 
persecution, they will have behaved in accordance 
with this decree. 

Hence the Christians in the second century, too, 
attached importance for very different reasons, due 
to the circumstances of their own time, to the 
conduct recommended by the 'Apostolic Decree' ; 
but they did not do so in order to make it possible 
for Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians to live 
together. So we cannot conclude that the 'Apostolic 
Decree' was observed up till this period. It was not 
the Jewish-Christian demands of the socalled 
'Apostolic Decree' which induced Christians not to 
eat meat offered to idols, or strangled flesh or 
blood, and to refrain from consanguineous 
marriages, nor was it, of course, the section of Lev. 
17f. itself; but it was the struggle against Gnosis in 
one place, resistance to pagan accusations in 
another, the observance of the laws of the State in 
a third. It is accidental that these individual and 
occasional customs, which were independent of 
each other, should be paralleled by the summary 
contents of the 'Apostolic Decree', and the 
circumstances of the second century do not help in 
elucidating the origin of this decree, even if a 
connexion were brought about incidentally in the 
second century between the behaviour of the 
Church and this decree made known by Luke. 

Thus we remain dependent on conjectures. One 
of the improbable conjectures is to suppose that 
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the four requirements were issued somewhere in 
order to make possible table-fellowship between 
Jewish and Gentile Christians. Those four rules 
make sense if they are intended to preserve the 
holiness of Palestine. They have a meaning, too, as 
a matrix of the observances recommended to a 
God-fearer. But as a basis for table-fellowship in 
particular they were inappropriate. *º They would 
not even have guaranteed that forbidden meat, e.g. 
pork, was not served, or that none of the wine had 
come from a libation. Moreover, Lev. 17f. plays no 
part in the rabbinic rules for table-fellowship with 
the Gentiles. *” For the fellowship at the Lord's 
supper, at which it was not customary to partake of 
meat, the decree was completely 

84—85 The 'Apostolic Decree' 


unsuitable. And yet the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper in common undoubtedly set the pattern for 
more general table-fellowship between Jewish and 
Gentile Christians. 

Perhaps the regulations of the Apostolic Decree 
never had their Sitz im Leben in the Christian 
Church, 22 but, since Luke is hardly likely to have 
quoted them directly from Lev. 17f., they may have 
reached him from circles in Diaspora Jewry. “ In 
these they could and might have been recognized 
as minimum rules for the uncircumcised God- 
fearing Gentiles who yet lived in association with 
the synagogue. For undoubtedly when Jews and 
pagans shared in the life of the synagogue, 
provisions for purity were necessary, similar to 
those to which Lev. 17f. bears witness for the life 


86 cf. K. T. Schãfer, article 'Aposteldekret' in RAC I, cols. 5 

56f. 

87 Billerbeck IV 1, pp. 374ff. Even Luke could hardly have 
supposed that there was a relationship between the 'Apostolic 
Decree' and table-fellowship; a glance at Acts 10.15 ; 11.3 
shows this. 
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together of both peoples on the soil of Palestine. ** 
We have seen what good use Luke was able to 
make of this decree. 

It might, of course, also be that a way of life, 
developed originally by the so-called c€Pdpfvoc, 
was gradually accepted, too, by the Gentile 
Christians, of whom many had, in fact, stood in à 
similar relationship to Judaism. *º But that can only 
have occurred to a limited extent, for apart from 
the reports in Acts no traces of the existence of the 
'Apostolic Decree' can be found in early Christian 
literature. *º Nor do the Pauline letters know 
anything of 


a G. Strecker, 'Christentum', p. 463, and RGG IVº, cols. 
1500f., also expresses basic doubts about the historicity of the 
'Apostolic Decree'. 

2 The fact that some of the rules out of Lev. 17f. are in 
conformity with the behaviour of the sub-apostolic Church may 
have attracted Luke's attention and prompted him to declare 
the four rules to be an apostolic decree; for in this way he 
could give an example as evidence for the Jewishness of the 
authentic apostolic tradition, obligatory for all time. 

aCf. K. T. Scháfer in RAC I, cols. 536f., who considers it 
possible that the stipulations of the 'Apostolic Decree' 'transfer 
to Gentile regulations which in the synagogue community were 
intended for the so-called "God-fearing" Gentiles (the seven 
"Noachic precepts" compiled later by the Rabbis and regarded 
as binding on all mankind contain, in fact, the substance of 
these stipulations)'. Schoeps, too, points to the connexion 
between the 'Noachic precepts' and the rules of the 'Apostolic 
Decree' (Paulus, pp. 60, 237; Theologie, pp. 259f.). The closer 
this connexion is—rightly—regarded to be, the less grounds 
are there for the assertion that the Sitz im Leben of the 
'Apostolic Decree' was in the early Christian communities. 

In conclusion I refer to E. Dinkler, 'Zum Problem der Ethik 
bei Paulus", ZTK 49, 1952, pp. 195f., and to the literature 
given there on p. 195, n. 5 ; this demonstrates how great an 
influence Lev. 17-20 had altogether on  Hellenistic 


88 Holtzmann, Die apostelgescbicbte, p. 98; ct. G. Stáhlin, Die 
Apostelgescbichte (NTD 5), 1962, p. 105. 

89 Lietzmann conjectures (Kleine Scbriften Il, pp. 297f.) that it 
was known in Corinth in a shortened form and was made by the 
Corinthians the subject of an 
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Christendom; it was, in fact, exerted, so we must assume, by 
the adoption of the synagogical instructions for proselytes and 
God-fearers based on the Holiness Code of Lev. 17—20. 
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the practice conjectured by H. J. Holtzmann, which 
is surely the harder to imagine the later it 
occurred. It is quite impossible that the 'Apostolic 
Decree' as a Jewish-Christian requirement could 
still have become established in the Gentile- 
Christian churches after the death of Paul-for in 
his time the four rules were unknown to the 
churches. That could have happened only as an 
exceptional case in a place where Jewish Christians 
formed the majority, therefore hardly anywhere 
else but in Jerusalem. But there is no indication, 
not even from Luke, that in fact it did happen 
there. 

Whatever may be the position in detail, one way 
or another the 'decree' has no great significance 
for the problem of the relationship between the 
Jewish and the Gentile Christians; for after all that 
has been said, it is not only open to doubt whether 
it originated in primitive Christianity but also 
whether it was ever recognized. there at all. 


inquiry in their letters answered by Paul in I Cor. But this 
inquiry had another background : cf. Schmithals, Die Gnosis in 
Korintb, pp. 183ff. 
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vil 
JUDAIZERS ? 


WE must sum up the result of our inquiry. Paul and 
the Jerusalem 

Christians were always concermned to preserve the 
unity of the Church. ! That this was no simple task 
was not in the first place due to theological 
differences which may have existed between Paul 
and James, *º but to the need and the difficulty for 
the JewishChristian church to preserve the 
possibility of existence in Jerusalem or Palestine. 
This need required the Gentile Christians, in view 
of their propaganda amongst the Jews, to take 
certain measures of considerate regard for the 
Jewish Christians. These measures Paul 
guaranteed and observed by relinquishing the 


90 Our inquiry has to a large extent left on one side the 
theological questions in the narrower sense. This was not done 
from lack of interest in these problems, but was due to the texts 
which tell us a variety of things about Paul's relationship to 
James, but exclude theological differences in particular from 
their range of vision. It is just those theological differences 
which have, in fact, up till now been considered by scholars to 
be the real source of tension between Jewish and Gentile 
Christians. Now, I am far from casting the least doubts on the 
theological variety of primitive Christianity. But in any case 
theological differences between Paul and James were not 
significant enough to separate the churches; cf. Cullmann, 
Peter, pp. 2fr. 

It might be asked: What is the position of Christology? The 
answer is that even 
Paul did not possess a Christology in our sense at all. For the 
whole of primitive Christianity Christology is something which 
is variable (H. Braun, 'Der Sinn der neutestamentlichen 
Christologie', ZTK 54, 1957, pp. 341%). And what about the 
Law? We have already spoken of it incidentally. Of course, the 
primitive church in Jerusalem did not abide by the concepts of 
the Pauline doctrine of justification any more than the whole 
synoptic tradition did. But like Paul it sought salvation in 
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mission to the Jews which the Jerusalem Christians 
took upon themselves. In this way it was possible 
to assure the unity of the Church until beyond the 
year 60—and this means practically up to the 
Jewish revolt, which in any case created fresh 
circumstances—nevertheless, the Jewish Christians 
in Jerusalem did not remain completely exempt 
from bloody persecutions. 


i! So also Schoeps, Paulus, pp. 57—64, who comes to the 
conclusion that Paul and the Jerusalem Christians 'worked 
together and not against each other'. 'The conception of the 
Tubingen school that there was a deep gulf between Paul on 
the one hand, James and Peter on the other, when re-examined 
impartially, does not hold water' (pp. 62f.). 
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Now, the relationship of Paul to the primitive 
church in Jerusalem is, in fact, only a special case 
of the whole attitude towards each other ofthe 
Gentile and the Jewish Christians. But this special 
case is unquestionably characteristic of their whole 
relationship, especially as the sphere of influence 
of Paul on the one hand and of James and/or Peter º 
on the other included a considerable, if not the 
predominant, part of the Christendom of that 
period. We do not wish to imply that all movements 
in primitive Christianity can 


Christ and not in the Law. Paul's doctrine of justification is 
anti-Pharisaic and at no point is it developed in opposition to 
Jewish Christianity. A wrong historical understanding of the 
letter to the Galatians has caused much perplexity in this 
respect. 

Did decisive differences exist between Paul and the 
Jerusalem Christians in their attitude to the historical Jesus ? 
In view of the fact that Paul practically ignored the historical 
Jesus this seems to have been the case. So far as I know, no 
one has yet given consideration to the fact that the Jerusalem 
Christians might be equally ignorant. Yet even in this matter 
we must be on our guard against too definite a judgement. In 
primitive Christianity Paul's attitude to the historical Jesus 


147 


Paul and James 

seems to have been by no means peculiar, but was much more 
likely to have been typical (see Schmithals, 'Paulus und der 
historische Jesus', ZNW 53, 1962, pp. 145ff.). Paul hardly 
possesses any knowledge at all of the historical tradition 
concerning Jesus. In view of this fact and of the relatively close 
connexion existing between Paul and Jerusalem in regard to 
their common missionary activity, it does not seem exactly 
probable that the attitude of the Jerusalem church to the 
historical Jesus differed basically from that of Paul. On the 
other hand, Paul never calls in question the historical Jesus, 
nor does he question the theology or the gospel founded on 
him; on the contrary, he regrets having no saying of the Lord 
to put forward. This fact, too, excludes remarkable differences 
between Paul and the Jerusalem church in their attitude to the 
historical Jesus. 

In short: since the time of the Túbingen school our scholars 
have taken for granted as the presupposition of all their 
studies of primitive Christianity that there were weighty 
theological antagonisms between Paul and James. Th1S 
foregone conclusion, accepted as a matter of course, is in 
urgent need of re-examination. 


ê Not infrequently tensions are thought to exist between 
Peter and James, or between the Jewish-Christian circles 
which they each represent; cf., for example, Cullmann, Peter, 
pp. 48, 52%; see also p. 114, n. 35 below. Our examination of 
the texts in question has produced nothing which would lead 
to this supposition. On the contrary the events in Antioch 
recorded by Paul in Gal. 2.1 Iff. bear witness to the 
fundamental community of interest between Peter and James 
as regards their actions; for Peter evidently defers to the 
wishes of the Jerusalem Christians without reservations. In 
any case Paul regards the Jewish Christians of Palestine as a 
unity represented by Peter and James. Naturally theological 
differences may have existed amongst the Judean Jewish 
Christians also, but we know nothing about them because we 
know hardly anything reliable at all about the theology of the 
Jewish Christians in Judea in the period before 70. That the 
later Ebionites seek support in James and not in Peter is an 
indication that they developed out of the early Palestinian 
Jewish Christianity of which James was the head in Jerusalem. 
That Peter, on the other hand, was regarded as the leading 
figure amongst the Jewish Christians in the Diaspora is shown, 
for instance, by the first letter of Peter (cf. p. 51 above). No 
deductions can be drawn from these facts with regard to any 
strained relations between James and Peter, any more than to 
the supposition that James shows a stronger bias towards 
Judaism than Peter, which is, of course, possible. 
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be fitted into the basically quite simple picture 
which we have drawn. Even if we leave Gnosticism 
out of account, there remain elements which at 
first sight are incompatible with this picture. If we 
examine them more closely, there are, in fact, 
fewer of them than modern scholars are inclined to 
assume, even those who would place themselves in 
opposition to F. C. Baur. ! Where do we find 
elements of this kind ? 

Apart from the Gnostics we know by name no 
branch of primitive Christendom which withdrew 
itself from the Christian fellowship characterized 
by the figures of Paul and James and by their 
agreement to differ. The discussion between Paul 
on the one hand and Peter and Barnabas on the 
other took place within this fellowship and never 
called it in question. Only a wrong exegesis 
occasionally made Apollos into an opponent of 
Paul, who speaks of him only as a fellow worker. 

Undoubtedly the  beginnings of Jewish 
Christianity did not remain without influence on 
the later Jewish-Christian sects about whom we 
have sparse information from the early Church 
Fathers, from Gospel fragments, the Clementine 
literature and a few other sources. There is 
evidence for this already in the fact that James is 
the 'hero' of these circles. º But these sects, starting 
from the line taken by the main body of the Church 
and going all the way to that of the Gnostics, show 
so great a variety and at the same time such 
numerous obviously foreign influences that it is 
impossible to gain from their traditions authentic 
material for the attitude of the primitive Jewish- 
Christian church. º! Therefore Schoeps in his book 
on this subject confines himself rightly to Jewish 


91 cf. K. Rudolph, Die Mandãerl, p. 245. 
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Christianity after 70. º? What we have established 
does not mean that Jewish Christianity must have 
begun to develop into a heresy only after 70', but it 
does mean that we cannot deduce 


as Schoeps, too (Paulus, pp. 57—64), greatly overestimates 
the significance of the intransigent Judaizers when the attitude 
of James to Peter is correctly assessed. 

He lets himself be led astray by Acts 1 5, so as to make 
James and Peter the authoritative leaders of a central group 
which has Paul on its left, whilst on its right 'the conservative, 
Pharisaic primitive Christians in Jerusalem', the real Judaizers, 
are said to hold a strong position (p. 59). 

ê Cf. also Schoeps, Urgemeinde, p. 8; see below. 
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from the sources concerning Jewish Christianity, 
rejected by the Church as heretical, any evidence 
for a heretical Jewish Christianity existing before 
the year 70, much less still any reliable information 
about the nature of such a heresy. * 

When seeking an answer to our question we must 
naturally leave out of account those opponents 
whom Paul attacks as intruders into his churches. 
In order to modify and tone down F. C. Baur's 
historical sketch it has today become customary to 
assign these opponents, or perhaps groups of them, 
to some kind of Jewish-Christian circles in Palestine 
with an ultra-Jacobean bias, “who had not indeed 
been sent directly by James, but who had a certain 


92 Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentgms, for example p. 7. 
Unfortunately he does not keep to this praiseworthy rule 
consistently enough, and his critics have been justified in 
blaming him for this. His defence against these critics in 
Urgemeinde, pp. 3-29, only justifes them still further in this 
respect. 

93 Cf., for example, the opinion of G. Strecker about the 
oldest source of this literature: 'Tt cannot, of course, be proved 
that the author of the Kerygmata Petrog used traditional 
material going back in any form to the primitive Church' (p. 
196; cf. p. 253). 


94 Cf. Kúmmel in RGGº III, col. 969; Schoeps, 
Urgemeinde, p. 7. 10H. Kósterin RGGº111, col. 18. 
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right to appeal to him; usually these groups in 
addition to an extreme Judaizing bias have also 
more or less strong Hellenistic or Gnosticizing 
trends attributed to them. !º But it is precarious to 
construct out of isolated sections of Paul's letters 
the most diverse heresies of which we hear nothing 
either before or afterwards. It is still more 
precarious to harmonize conflicting hypotheses by 
means of the more than questionable information, 
not supported by any text, that these people had 
indeed actually but wrongly appealed to James (and 
Peter). It seems to me certain that these opponents 
were Jewish or Jewish-Christian Gnostics. As such 
they have little or nothing to do with the primitive 
Jewish-Christian church. 

There remain as possible evidence for a heretical 
form of Christianity in the primitive Christian 
period always leaving Gnosticism” out of account— 
one remark each from Paul and in the Acts and 
some sections of the synoptic tradition. These are 
always concerned with possible indications of an 
extreme Jewish Christianity. I am not aware of any 
traces preserved from the period before 70 of a 
Gentile Christianity within the Church, which in a 
radical ultra-Pauline spirit required the Jews to 
become antinomian and hence to abandon the 
Jerusalem agreement. * 

89-90 


Unfortunately we have no information of any kind 
from the very area which seems to have been the 
real home of the early Christian heresies, namely 
eastern Syria and Mesopotamia. If we did possess 
such information it would probably have, in fact, no 
interest as regards our inquiry. So far as we can 


uNor are we concerning ourselves here with the problems 
touched upon in note 71, paragraph 2, on p. 34. 

95 We may leave out of account here the circle of Stephen 
which was broken up in early days. 
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see, a Gnostic rather than a Judaistic Jewish 
Christianity was at home there. 

The remark made by Paul which we have mentioned occurs 
in Gal. 2.4f. : ôcà dê TOôs rapeLCEdKTovs VevOadéA-+ovs, 
otrwes arapaofiA90v Karamcomiiaac Tiv &Aev9eptav il.Lôv «tv 
EX01.L€v b XpcCETQ) 'Igaod, tva igãs CEcaraOovAdCEovaw. Ots 
oõdde Trpôs dpav eteaptv Tã [nrorayú, tva dyetca TOà 
edaweAtov ôcagttvn *rpós ópãs. 

This sentence contains many problems. We are 
interested only in the question as to the identity of 
the false brethren mentioned here. They crept into 
the deliberations, hence they do not really belong 
to the assembled circle of the brethren; they wish 
to spy out the Christians' freedom from the Law, or 
even to carry out an official inspection; !º evidently 
their first object is to subject Paul anew to the Law. 
These people may have been Jews officially 
commissioned to investigate the attitude of the 
Christian church. 

There can surely be no doubt that the Christian 
Church was under official observation, especially 
after the persecution of Stephen's circle. The Jews 
had to remain informed about the position of the 
Christians regarding the Law, and the 'false 
brethren'14 were after all able to present 
themselves as people of some importance. This 
would chime in with the conjecture expressed 
above 52) that an official record was made for the 

' See Schlier, Galater, p. 39. 


ult ought not to be said that Paul could not have called 
unbaptized Jews Iptvôdô€A-+oc. To call a fellow member of 
one's religion 'brother' comes from Judaism, and it is only 
natural that the emissaries of the Jerusalem Jews introduced 
themselves to the Apostolic Council as 'brethren', especially if 
they wished to test the correctness of the Christians' Judaism. 
In Paul's view these brethren are naturally 'false brethren'. Cf. 
H. von Soden in TWNTI, 145f. 

In any case no difference is made by the fact established by 
K. Wegenast, Verstândnis der Tradition, p. 47 n. 1, that Paul 
does not call Jews brothers, but brothers according to the 
flesh. He certainly gives them the latter name, but the former 
one fits, too, and particularly in Gal. 2.4 as well, where he 
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speaks explicitly of false brethren. After all, he could not speak 
of 'false brethren according to the flesh' T 

I think A. S. Geyser is altogether on the wrong track when 
he proposes (Stgdia Paglina, pp. 1247) that Gal. 2.4f. should 
be put in brackets and that it describes not the former 
situation in Jerusalem but the present one in Galatia. At the 
most, serious consideration might be given by some scholars to 
the possibility of applying Gal. 2.4f. to the events in Antioch 
before the 'Apostolic Council"; yet this, too, appears to me to 
be highly improbable. In this cotúlexion reference must also be 
made to D. Warner, 'Galatians 2.38 as an Interpolation', 
ExpT 62, 1950-—1, p. 380. 
90—91 


Jewish authorities of the arrangements agreed at 
the 'Apostolic Council'. If that is so, then the 'we' in 
and the «flPãs might include Paul and the 'pillars', 
and so the whole of Christendom. 

It is, indeed, universally assumed that these false 
brethren were members of a Judaistic group of the 
primitive Church, even if of an extreme one, but yet 
were baptized Christians. *º The weightiness with 
which they presented themselves and were enabled 
to obtain a hearing certainly conflicts with the view 
that they were only a small separate Christian 
group. Besides we never meet with such people 
elsewhere in Paul's writings. He always describes 
the primitive community as a united body and his 
opponents in Jerusalem are elsewhere always the 
Jews. The rap .. in Trap€LCEdKTOovs and in raperoijAdov 
indicates intruders with emphasis on their having 
no business to be in the assembly of the Christian 
Church; that applies to Jews, but hardly to any kind 
of Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. 

On the other hand, it is, of course, quite 
understandable if there appeared amongst groups 
of the Jerusalem Christians who were exposed to 
danger, especially when they remembered the 
persecutions, a greater readiness for a life in 
obedience to the Law, in order in this way to 


96 Schoeps, Urgemeinde, p. 7. 
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escape from such a threat. Evidently Paul is 
thinking of such tendencies in Gal. 5.11; 6.12f. and 
there is no reason against seeking in this early 
period the beginnings of the anti-Paulinism of 
heretical Ebionitism. I do not dare to make a 
definite decision on this question, although the first 
conjecture seems to me to be by far the most 
probable. ?” 

The statements made in Acts 15-5, 24 hardly 
facilitate this decision. Luke's description of the 
'Apostolic Council' has no historical value. There is 
certainly no historical basis for the fact that the 
demand for circumcision by certain Christian 
circles was ever the occasion for the meeting in 
Jerusalem. Moreover, according to Luke's account 
missionary work amongst the Gentiles had long 
been going on at the time of the 'Apostolic Council", 
and was, moreover, sanctioned by the Jerusalem 
Christians (Acts 10f.) ; hence the demand for 
circumcision assigned by Luke as the cause of the 
'Council' could come only from a minority in the 
church. In that case it was most natural to think of 
Tôv drrô -«atpéatcos Tôv Qapcaatcov 
7TEmCETEL'KdTEs. We can scarcely find historical 
reminiscences in this statement. In any case Acts 
15-5, 24 is no more able than Gal. 2.4f. to Prove the 
existence of a strictly Judaistic and ultra-Jacobean 
group of Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. !” Some 
passages in the synoptic tradition are more 


97 The question what the 'false brethren secretly brought in' 
demanded of Paul, and what Paul had then refused to give 'that 
the truth of the gospel might be preserved for you' (2.5) cannot 
be answered with regard to either of the possible meanings just 
considered, for Paul says nothing about it. Was the circumcision 
of all Gentile Christians demanded? Should the Gentile 
Christians receive the status of proselytes? Was a minimum 
observance of the Law expected of the Gentile Christians, as was 
undoubtedly the case for the God-fearers ? Were Paul and the 
JewishChristian missionaries amongst the Gentiles required to 
live according to the Law in their personal lives ? We do not 


know. 
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instructive regarding our question. It is obvious 
that the synoptic tradition as a whole is not 
favourably disposed to the Law, but constantly 
defends the Christians' open-minded attitude to it, 
partly in the form of controversies with the 
Pharisees. '8 On this point evidently Palestinian and 
Hellenist traditions meet. !º The observance of 
certain legal customs imposed by membership of 
Palestinian Jewry, which is noticeable, “too, in the 
synoptic tradition, does not restrict this verdict. 
But perhaps Matt. 5.17—20 (cf. Luke 16.17) makes 
an exception. 

Verse 17 might originally have been an 
independent logion. If it is understood in the sense 
of Rom. 10.4 (Christ is the end of the Law), it 
asserts nothing in favour of a Judaistic legalism. 
But probably v. 17 was formed by Matthew “* and 
as such was in any case not Judaistic, in whatever 
sense the is understood. 


é Still less is it possible to deduce from Gal. 2.11f. with 
W. G. Kiimmel that there was 'an extremely conservative 
minority in the Jerusalem church' (RGGº VI, col. 1189). 

18 Here Matt. 17.24-—27 deserves special attention. This 

section provides evidence for the fact that in Jewish-Christian 
circles the Temple tax was indeed paid, but it declares at the 
same time that in principle Christians are exempt from this 
payment. It should be made only from tactical considerations, 
so as not to give any offence. 
We must not explain it with Schniew;nd: 'Jesus pays the tax, 
because the temple is God's sanctuary' 2, ad this cultic sense 
Christians in particular are exempted from the payment—but 
the reason given for the payment means in practice: for the 
sake of peace with the Jews, to avoid persecution, 'the 
disciples of Jesus pay the Temple tax as free sons, merely in 
order not to give offence' (G. Bornkamm, Matthew', p. 20; 
similarly G. Barth, 'Matthew's Understanding of the Law', p. 
90). Cf. p. 48 n. 28. 

19 Could men preserve Jesus' critical and polemic words 
against Jewish legalism without orienting themselves by them? 
Could a man pass on Jesus' words against counting up reward 
and against the pride of the legally correct and at the same 


98 cr. G. Barth, pp. 66ff.; Strecker, Gerechtigkeit, pp. 144f. 
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time impose a condition of legal merit upon the sharing of 
salvation?' (Bultmann, Theology 1, Pe 54) 
198 Cf. G. Strecker, 'Christentum', p. 462. 
92-93 


Verse 20, too, was probably framed by Matthew 
as an introduction to the antitheses which follow at 
any rate, the verse is not meant to promulgate a 
particularly extreme legalism, but love as a better 
righteousness than that of Pharisaic legalism. 1% 
Thus the saying is critical of the Law. 

Verses 18f. contain a common rabbinical axiom 
0! with which Mark 13-31 and par. and T Clem. 27-5 
should be compared. The verses contain nothing 
specifically Christian. In view of the manner in 
which Matthew has used these verses which he has 
taken over we must ask whether v. 17 is intended 
to be used for the interpretation of the context in 
which they are found, so that it means: In Christ 
the Law is fulfilled down to the last iota, or— with 
J. Schniewind !º2-whether we are meant to use v. 
20, which would in that case also govern the sense 
of v. 17 : through Jesus' interpretation of the Law, 
the ultimate and inviolable sense of the Law is 
brought out. Of course, that is not their original 
meaning ; but it is in any case the sense given to 
them by Matthew in the context of his theology, 
and perhaps it is already the sense to which they 
owe their being taken over from a Jewish tradition 
into that of the Church, unless Matthew was the 


99 R. Bultmann, History, p. 138; Strecker, Gerecbtigkeit, pp. 1 

51. 

100 cf. Barth, pp. 79f. 

101 Billerbeck I, pp. 244fr.; G. Barth, p. 65. Both verses may 
have existed originally apart from each other. Luke 16.17 should 
be compared with v. 18. On the problem of the tradition see H. 
Schiúrmann, BZ 4, pp. 238%; W. Trilling, Das wahre Israel, pp. 
138frf. (with the literature); V. Haslet, Gesetz und Evangelium in der 
alten Kirche bis0rigenes, 1953, Pp. 9ff. 

102 NTD 2, 1937, ad loc.; G. Bornkamm, 'Matthew', 24ff.e, 
Strecker, Gerechtigkeit, PP. 146f. 
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first to appropriate this well-known Jewish axiom 
and deliberately to give it a Christian meaning, and 
this is the most natural hypothesis. !ºº 

Yet possibly they made their way into the 
synoptic tradition through Q from the traditions of 
a circle of Christians who were loyal to the Law. 
This is the usual assumption, 2º which is, how93 


ever, altogether doubtful, and in view of 
the peculiar nature of these verses makes 
them at best represent merely an offshoot 
of Jewish Christianity, certainly not the 
majority represented by James. Since these 
verses contain nothing of a Christian 
nature, this last interpretation must be 
considered to be the less probable 

one. 

There is more material about those trends 
in primitive Christianity which consist in 
a guarded attitude amongst certain 
Christian circles towards the Gentile 
mission. Here, too, it is true to say that 
taken as a whole the synoptic tradition 
accepts this mission as a matter of course 
2?” and defends it aggressively against 
Judaism. But the stories of the 
Syrophoenician woman (Mark 7.24-30 and 
par.) and the centurion of Capernaum (Matt. 


103 Matthew's intention in revising and admitting these 
sayings is obvious; he is attacking antinomians, as he is doing in 
Matt. 7.15ff and 24.1 If. as well. What kind of antinomians these 
were is difficult to decide precisely. Since they are presumably 
libertinists, the Pauline churches are excluded in any case. Cf. on 
this question Barth, pp. 159ff. Moreover, if we observe that 
Matt. 5.17-20 forms an introduction to the antitheses in the 
Sermon on the Mount which bear a partial resemblance to the 
doctrine of Marcion, we readily understand the purpose of these 
verses which draw upon traditional Jewish material, and we 
shall at the same time be on out guard against deducing from 
them that Matthew's attitude was that of a Jewish Christian. » 
Munck, Paul, pp. 25 3t.; Bultmann, History, p. 138; G. Bornkamm, 
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8.5-10 and par.) were, after all, evidently 
handed down in order to meet objections to 
the Gentile mission by asserting that 
Jesus, too- even if only in exceptional 
cases-opened the door into his kingdom to 
Gentiles. 

This certainly by no means proves as yet 
the existence of rigid Jewish Christians. 
It is more likely that the stories just 
mentioned had their Sitz im Leben in that 
period of early Christianity when the 
Gentile mission was going out from Galilee 
as well-that is where these stories took 
place. In that case they provide no 
evidence for resistance to such a new kind 
of mission, but only for approval of it. 
Besides, the story of the Syrophoenician 
woman, especially in its-possibly older?*- 
version in Matthew (1 5.21-28), shows that 
the Gentile mission was regarded at first 
as an exception. 

But what about Matt. 10.5f., 23 ? Both 
logia are undoubtedly of Christian origin. 
They can be regarded, as they are by JJ. 
Jeremias, ? as going back to Jesus; they can 
be imagined as coming into being at the 
beginning of the Gentile mission in the 
area of Galilee or Antioch or in the 
discussion between "Hebrews' and 
'Hellenists' in Jerusalem; or they 
originated amongst Jewish 


p. 24; Barth, pp. 64H; E. Kásemann in ZTK 57, 1960, pp. 
165f.; H. Schiúrmann, BZ 4, pp. 238H, especially pp. 249f. 


2 See in J. Jeremias, Jesus' Promise 
to the Nations, pp. 40ff. 

2 Cf. R. Bultmann, History, p. 38. 29 
Op. cit., pp. 19-39, 
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Christians who did not concur with the agreements 
of the 'Apostolic Council'; perhaps, too, they were 
framed by that group which clung loyally to the 
Law and the possible traces of which we have 
brought to light. éº 

Yet it seems to me open to question that we hear 
in these words in one way or another 'the voice of 
the strictest Jewish Christianity which strenuously 
resisted a mission beyond the frontiers of Israel". 
31 

Both passages occur within old compilations of 
rules for Jewish-Christian missionaries. Matt. 10.23 
is at the same time in its present form a word of 
consolation in view of the persecutions. “2 The 
parousia is close at hand; even if the missionaries 
have to leave one city after the other in hasty flight, 
they will not be able to preach in all the cities of 
Israel before it appears. This saying does not have 
any kind of mission to the Gentiles in view ; such 
an idea cannot possibly as yet be within the range 
of its conceptions. Matt. 10.5b-6 is more 
accurately described as an instruction to Jewish- 
Christian missionaries to restrict their mission 
work to the Jews and to pass over Gentiles and 
Samaritans. Is this saying intended to exclude 
Gentiles and Samaritans from salvation? That can 
hardly be! On the contrary, this instruction 
complies completely with the agreement of the 
'Apostolic Council", which gave a precise legal form 
to a long-established practice, namely that the 
mission to the Gentiles (and Samaritans) is the 
concern of the Gentile-Christian church in Antioch; 
the Palestinian Christians confine themselves to the 
mission amongst the Jews. We have seen that this 
limitation was in the interests of the Jewish- 
Christian church of Palestine and why this was so; 
the issuing of appropriate instructions to their own 
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missionaries is therefore easy to understand. This 
in no way involves rejecting the mission to the 
Gentiles. 
Thus in the synoptic tradition, too, there is to be 
found no 


so Of course, rejection of the Gentile mission need not 
have been combined with strict legalism—and vice versa. 

s These words are used by E. Kásemann in ZTK 57, 1960, 
p. 167, when reproducing the general view about these 
passages. 

2 Cf. H. E. Tôdt, pp. 60 ff., and most recently E. Bammel, 
'Matt. 10.23', Stgdia Theologica 15, 1962, pp. 79ff.; here there 
is also a short introduction to the problems of the history of the 
tradition and the literature about it. If Bammel's explanation 
were right, and the saying had originally nothing at all to do 
with mission, it drops out of our inquiry completely. 
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single trace of a strictly legalistic Jewish 
Christianity which rejected the mission to the 
Gentiles. * 

In this connexion we must take note of the fact 
that the heretical Jewish Christians of the second 
century appeal to James as the standard of 
authority in primitive Christianity. But if, as we 
saw, there existed between Paul and James a 
relationship expressing a 

88 Tt is often said that there was in primitive Christianity an 
anti-Petrine party behind which the adherents of James are 
then seen to stand. Not infrequently the existence of this party 
is relied on as an undisputed fact (e.g. E. Bammel in TZ 11, 
195 5, pp. 40119). Klein, 'Verleugnung', looks for the origin 
of the denial story to this party which is said to have framed 
the story of his threefold denial on the basis of Peter's alleged 
threefold change of position (from leader of the circle of the 
Twelve, first to apostle, then to one of the a-rõÃoc in 
Jerusalem, as a subordinate of James, and finally to one of the 
missionaries in the Diaspora and independent of James). 

Now, Klein is undoubtedly right in saying that the story of 
the denial cannot originally have been firmly fixed in its 
present place in the passion story; his treatment of this 
question is brilliant. Nor can there be any doubt that the 
narrative as we have it bears a literary character. Nevertheless 
for various reasons which cannot be set out here in detail, 
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Klein's interpretation of the tradition appears to me to be 
impossible. To start with, the form in which the change of 
position is asserted is, in my opinion, not defensible. Nor in any 
case could even one of these 'changes of position' be a moral 
disqualification for Peter as a sign of human untrustworthiness 
and thus give rise to the story of his denial. 

Nor do I think that the historicity of a denial by Peter can in 
any way be called in question. The historical setting of the 
denial tradition may be indeed in the period between Good 
Friday and Easter in which Peter—evidently in contrast to 
other disciples—denied Jesus and the hope which he had 
aroused. The account of it was handed down, because by 
means of it a welcome effect of contrast with Peter's later 
Easter witness was obtained, and this effect was of as much 
benefit to his witness as the stories of Paul's period as a 
persecutor benefited his preaching. The intention to disqualify 
Peter is therefore just as remote from the tradition of the 
denial as a similar intention with regard to the tradition about 
Paul as a persecutor. The denial story, like the tradition of 
Judas's betrayal, which also came into being originally after 
Easter (see Schmithals, Abostelamt, p. 59), soon found its 
place in the passion story chosen with literary skill. Traces ot 
the historical denial by Peter can also be found in Mark 8.32 
and Matt. 14.28-31, passages which may likewise owe their 
transmission to the contrast with Peter's witness at Easter. 
This, too, is the only way of explaining why the traditions of the 
denial were admitted so early into the Gospel writings ; for 
these have by no means a hostile attitude towards Peter. 

Consequently the traditions just mentioned contain nothing 
to support an alleged anti-Petrine party. This is even more true 
of the remaining traces of this party which Klein enumerates 
on pp. 3 24ff. The most important of them, namely the fact that 
the accounts of the Easter appearances to Peter (and to the 
other first witnesses 1) recede into the background for the 
benefit of the accounts of the empty tomb, obviously serves the 
purpose of an objective guarantee of the resurrection evidence 
and cannot possibly be explained with Klein as due to anti- 
Petrine resentment. There is, in fact, no evidence of this from 
the period before 70. 

J. Schreiber ('Die Christologie des Markusevangeliums!, ZTK 
58, 1961, pp. 15483) in his attempt to establish the setting of 
the Gospel of Mark in the life of early Christianity, an attempt 
which in itself deserves our praise, comes to the conclusion 
that Mark is writing his Gospel as the spokesman of Hellenistic 
Christians whose home was in Galilee in opposition to the 
Jewish Christians of Judea represented by the figure of Peter; 
remain unconvinced by anything said In this argument. 
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community of interests, then the appeal of the later 
Judaizers indicates that the Palestinian Jewish 
Christians who recognized the authority of James 
took a sectarian course only at a later date. Parallel 
to this development within Jewish Christianity 
there is Judaism's complete change of attitude, 
setting in at the year 70, with regard to proselytism 
in the Gentile world and the abandonment of the 
hitherto vigorous missionary activity. “** The 
development of a trend towards legalism in the 
Jewish-Christian groups of Palestine may in that 
case have had the same cause, the catastrophe of 
the Jewish war. But that would mean that true 
Judaism belongs only to the period after 70. * 

Now I do not expect anyone to agree with this 
result of our considerations. Nevertheless, the 
traces of an early non-conforming Jewish 
Christianity are at best extremely faint in 
comparison with our traditions as a whole; 
Bultmann's conjecture, %º made with Jesus! open- 
minded attitude to the Law in mind, that 
'presumably a retrogression had taken place, so 
that the old scruples and fidelity to the Law had 
gradually gained ground, such as was completely 
the case later with Jewish-Christian sects' does not 
yet apply to James or to the majority of Jewish 
Christians before 70, *” unless the necessary and 
possibly increasing tactical consideration for the 
exigencies of their Jewish environment should be 
designated as a 'return to the Law". Of course, that 
opinion is justifed without qualification when, for 
example, the synoptic tradition is compared with 
Ebionitism. 

It is a matter of indifference whether the rise of 
Judaizing' is placed in the years before or in the 
period after the destruction of 

» Cf. Schoeps, Paulus, pp. 23 2ff. 


es This is precisely what Munck believes. Cf. Jewish 
Christianity in PostApostolic Times' (NTS 6, 1 60, pp. 103— 
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16). He does indeed at the same time deny any continuity 
between the ewish Christianity of Palestine before 70 and the 
later Ebionitism. Early Jewish Christianity never really 
survived the Jewish catastrophe of the year 70. Ebionitism is 
said to have grown out of Gentile Christianity, which in post- 
apostolic times developed in the direction of a nomistic 
understanding of the Old Testament. Similarly Munck had 
already earlier (Paul, pp. 87ff.) explained the alleged Judaistic 
heresy in Galatia by an ad boc misunderstanding amongst the 
Galatians of Paul's preaching I 
I consider all this to be a quite arbitrary theory, which 
cannot be substantiated exegetically in any discussible 
manner. Moreover, the disappearance of Jewish istianityin the 
year 70 cannot be proved; in fact, it is out of the question in 
view of the not inconsiderable evidence for Jewish Christianity 
in Palestine in stapostolic times and the increasing esteem in 
which James was held (see pp. 105B? 
é Theolog I, p. 5 5 ; cf. Strecker, 
'Christentum', p. 462. ” See also G. 
Kittelin ZNW 30, 1931, pp. 145—57. 
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Jerusalem; the history of this Judaizing was without 
essential significance for the development of the 
early Church. 

On the other hand, it is hardly possible to 
overestimate the influence of that Jewish 
Christianity, which under the leadership of Peter 
shared in the missionary work with Paul at the 
'Apostolic Council", if we watch the development of 
the Church in the first and second centuries. 
However, in doing so we must certainly take 
account of the fact that this Jewish Christianity did 
not consist of an unchangeable unity. In the 
Palestinian area it was tied to the Law to a 
presumably increasing extent up to the year 70 ; 
parts of this Palestinian Jewish Christianity 
transformed themselves sooner or later into the 
above-mentioned  Judaizing' element. Outside 
Palestine, on the other hand, this Jewish 
Christianity bore from the beginning Hellenistic 
traits (in this matter the concept 'Palestine' must 
be taken in a very narrow sense and may not be 
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extended without qualification even to Galilee, 
whilst the concept 'Hellenistic' can scarcely be 
understood in a sufficiently comprehensive sense). 

Indeed, more than this : the exclusively Jewish- 
Christian nature of this movement in primitive 
Christianity began to disappear more and more, 
and first in the West of the Roman Empire. The 
arrangements made in Jerusalem laid Peter and his 
circle under a definite obligation to preach 
Christianity to the Jews, which means, in fact, to 
preach in the area of the synagogues, and this led 
necessarily to endeavours to convert the Gentiles 
to precisely the same extent as that to which the 
synagogue had brought Godfearers and proselytes 
under their control. The more closely Gentiles had 
attached themselves to the synagogue—and it was 
pointed out on pp. 61f. above that this occurred to 
a considerable extent—the more thoroughly was 
Hellenistic Jewish Christianity also permeated by 

Gentile members. * Since already before the year 
70  Hellenistic Jewish Christianity probably 
practised a greater freedom regarding the Law 
than the synagogue—we need only think of Peter in 
Antioch—the attractive power of Jewish 

88 Cf. Matt. 8.5—13 ; Mark 7.24-30 par.; Acts 10.1—11.18. 
This must not be regarded as a breach of the agreements ot 
the 'Apostolic Council. For not only were proselytes 
considered as Jews. The question whether Gentiles were 
allowed to be admitted into the Jewish-Christian churches and 
under what conditions this might take place was not even a 
matter dealt with by the Jerusalem agreement. So far as it 
occurred, baptism can hardly from the very beginning have 
been made to depend on prior circumcision. 
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Christianity, too, on proselytes and God-fearers 
was not inconsiderable. After 70, when Judaism 
ejected the liberal elements and became more rigid 
as regards the Law, the great company of God- 
fearers no longer found a home in the synagogue 
and the Hellenistic Jewish Christians shared the 
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heritage of the synagogue with the Gentile 
Christians. This soon led in the West to the 
boundaries being eliminated between the two 
groups of churches which had originally been 
separated (see p. 65 n. 6). 

In the East, on the contrary, Hellenistic Jewish 
Christianity presumably maintained its 
independent existence longer (see below), although 
it deserved and emphasized its description as 
Jewish Christianity less and less the more time 
passed and the further the churches were from 
Palestine. 

The most significant influence of these churches 
on the early catholic Church consisted in the 
development and transmission of the synoptic 
tradition. This tradition is, of course, no unity. The 
material of the sayings source (Q) forms an 
independent group of traditions beside the 
narrative material, which Mark has handed down 
to us and which Matthew and Luke supplement by 
their matter peculiar to them; in addition there is 
the narrative of the passion and the resurrection 
which was handed down originally without the 
preceding material from the 'life of Jesus'. *º 

The account of Jesus' sufferings, death and 
resurrection was already developed in embyro, as 1 
Cor. 15.1—5 shows, in Paul's time in the primitive 
Jewish-Christian church; it formed already in early 
days the basic confession of the Christian churches 
of Palestine. The narrative matter was added to it 
later in an expanded tradition fed from a variety of 
sources; Paul and two generations of writers in the 
Church after him did not as yet pay any attention 
ofthis material; “º it appeared or was accepted 
essentially in Hellenistic Jewish-Christian circles. Q 
contains very old traditions; yet these traditions did 
not have their early setting in the life of those 
churches whose 'pillars' and first spokesmen were 
James, Peter and John; their substance is derived to 
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a large extent from traditions about Jesus before 
the days of the Church; I look for its earliest setting 


in the life of these churches to which references 
éº Cf. R. Bultmann, History, pp. 275/E; M. Dibelius, From Tradition 
to Gospel, ET 1934, pp. 178ff. 


soCf. W. Schmithals, 'Paulus und der historische Jesus", ZNW 
53, 1962, pp. 145ff. 
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were made on p. 34 n. 71 para. 2; the literary 
sources used by Matthew and Luke contained this 
early matter, yet it was already stamped with a 
churchly impress which we owe to the same circles 
in which the synoptic tradition as whole was at 
home, namely the Hellenistic Jewish Christianity of 
the Eastern church. The fact that the synoptic 
tradition ranked as 'apocryphal' right up to Justin! 
points as clearly as possible to the relative 
independence in which the Hellenistic churches of 
Jewish-Christian origin lived in the East of the 
Roman Empire—also in Asia Minor—as late as into 
the second century. 

These brief concluding remarks lead back to the 
beginning of our investigation. The formation of the 
New Testament canon is determined by the 
combination of two circles of tradition, separated 
up till then, so that the Pauline writings and the 
synoptic tradition become the common subject- 
matter of the Church's confession. Thereby— 
presumably without any of the actors in this 
significant process being aware of it—an enterprise 
was brought to an enduring conclusion. The 
foundation of this enterprise was laid by the fathers 
of the two traditions by means of the memorable 
agreement in Jerusalem. The fellowship uniting 
Paul and James, in which there was a peaceable 
agreement to differ, was no other than the 
fellowship which unites the synoptic with the 
Pauline parts of the New Testament Canon.“ Whilst 
in Jerusalem the emphasis on 'to differ' could not 
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be avoided, now 'peaceable' has remained the sole 
determining factor. Whether rightly so is a 
question which neither the partners of the 
Apostolic Council nor the (Roman ?%) circles 
responsible for the formation of the Canon can 
absolve us from answering. To find the answer 
remains the permanent task of all endeavours to 
frame a theology of the New Testament. 


«Cf. ibid., pp. 156ff. 

«2 Cf. besides pp. 61f. and p. 65 n. 6 above for the group 
of problems touched upon here; they deal with the churches 
of Paul and Peter existing side by side, i.e. the Hellenistic 
churches of Gentile-Christian and those of Jewish-Christian 
origin. In addition and above all I refer to my book 
Apostelamt, pp. 244—5 5, where the attempt was made to 
prove that the twofold concept of apostleship which we find 
in the New Testament goes back to this double strain in 
Hellenistic Christianity. 

1º When matters are regarded in this way, does F. C. Baut 
now come into his own after all? Perhaps; but if so, then with a 
meaning very different from what he intended. 

4a 


Apostelamt, pp. 25 5ff. 
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